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Abstract 
PREDICTION OF CHILDREN'S SOCIOMETRIC STATUS FROM ADULT 
RATINGS 
Robert S .  Falk , Ed. S . 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 19 8 6  
Major Director: Arnold L. Stolberg, Ph.D . 
Poor peer relations in childhood predict 
difficulty in adolescent and adult adjustment. 
Sociometric methods provide a useful way to 
operationalize social competence. Five groups of 
children (Average, Popular , Rejected , Neglected, and 
Controversial) , identified by nomination sociometrics , 
show significant differences on a variety of behavioral 
and non-behavioral indices . This categorization scheme 
has value in the identification of children at risk for 
later maladaptive outcomes , and may be useful in 
designing preventive intervention programs. 
The current study attempted to determine the 
degree to which diagnostic ratings generated by 
significant adults can be generalized to the 
sociometric status of children . Parent and teacher 
ratings were gathered on 134 children who had 
viii 
previously been categorized sociometrically as Popular, 
Average, Neglected or Rejected. Two significant 
discriminant functions were found that together 
accounted for 95% of the variance shared between the 
sociometric groups and adult ratings. Interpretation 
of the discriminant functions suggests that Rejected 
children are rated by adults as more emotionally 
labile, interpersonally hostile, and less able to cope 
with failure and social pressure than the Neglected and 
Popular children. Neglected children are seen as 
displaying slight motoric, cognitive, and/or academic 
deficits compared to their Popular peers. The 
discriminant functions generated were able to correctly 
classify 62% of the total original sample, 48% with 
bias removed. 
Diagnostic inferences and implications of the 
results for clinical practice are discussed. 
Limitations of the study together with possible 
directions for future research are presented. 
The study of socialization in children has long 
held the interest of researchers and practitioners. 
Correlates of peer-determined social status have been 
investigated for at least the past half-century (Asher 
& Hymel, 19 81). Numerous studies have called attention 
to the difficulties in adolescence and adulthood 
predicted by poor peer relations in childhood (Cowen, 
Pederson , Babigian , Izzo, & Trost , 1973). Specific 
social and cognitive skills have been correlated with 
children's social status (Asarnow & Callan , 19 85; 
Glenwick , 19 76; Newcomb & Meister , 19 85; Qden & Asher, 
19 77). Recent efforts have attempted to relate social 
competence to diagnosis and treatment (Dodge, 
McClaskey, & Feldman , 19 85; Flicek & Landau , in press ) . 
The current study is an attempt to investigate the 
relationship of diagnostic ratings by significant adult 
others to children's sociometric status . 
Children's Social Competence and Future Adjustment 
Social isolation and peer rejection in childhood 
predict adjustment difficulties in later life. 
Sociometric ratings by third grade peers have been 
found to be better predictors of adolescent and adult 
psychiatric disturbance than school records, teacher 
- 1 -
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ratings, intellectual performance, and self-report data 
(Cowen , et al. , 19 73) . Adolescent boys in the sixth 
through tenth grades who were rejected by their peers 
three to four years earlier showed higher frequencies 
of delinquency than their non-rejected peers (Roff, 
Sells, & Golden , 19 72 ) . Conversely , there were almost 
no subsequent records of delinquency among boys who 
were highly respected by their peers in grades three to 
six (Roff, et al . , 1972 ) .  Sociometric ratings have 
been shown to predict dropping out of school (Ullman, 
1 9 57) and to correlate significantly with academic 
achievement (Green , Forehand, Beck , & Vost, 19 8 0) . 
Sociometric ratings show significant correlations 
with teacher ratings of peer relationships (Green ,  et 
al . ,  1 9 8 0 ;  Roff, et al . , 1 9 72) .  Children whose 
teachers endorsed the checklist item "fails to get 
along with other children" were found to not go as far 
in school as peers who were not reported to have 
interpersonal problems (Janes , Hesslebrock , Myer, & 
penniman , 19 79) . These children also had more trouble 
with the law, more arrests, and more psychiatric 
hospitalization . Confinement and/or dishonorable 
discharge from the Armed Forces was determined by 
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retrospective analysis of case history material to be 
highly related to teachers' and significant others' 
observations of poor peer relations in childhood (Roff, 
1 9 6 1 ) . Childhood peer group status as described by 
school personnel has been found to be predictive of 
adult psychosis (Roff, 1 9 63 ) . 
Specific social skills are related to sociometric 
status. Children who receive coaching on friendship­
making skills demonstrate significantly increased 
scores on a "play-with" sociometric rating scale 
(sociometric methods will be described later in this 
thesis ) compared to attention control groups (Oden & 
Asher, 19 77 ) . Initial encounters between children of 
high peer-nomination are characterized by a pattern of 
greeting and introduction followed by exchange of play 
information. Dyads made up of a high and a low status 
child, or of two low status children, are less likely 
to exhibit a pattern of initial steps in social 
encounters (Newcomb & Meister, 19 8 5 ) .  
Cognitive skills have also been investigated in 
relation to sociometric status. Cognitive impulsivity 
is the predominant characteristic of the 
sociometrically rejected students in Asarnow and 
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Callan's 19 8 5  study. When responding to a two part 
interview , fourth and sixth grade boys determined by a 
nomination sociometric (see page five ) to have negative 
peer status generated fewer alternative solutions, 
generated more intense aggressive solutions, showed 
less adaptive planning, and evaluated physically 
aggressive responses more positively and positive 
responses more negatively than did boys who received 
positive peer nominations (Asarnow & Callan , 19 8 5 ) .  
Impulsivity as assessed on the Matching Familiar 
Figures Test (MFF) , correlates significantly with 
rating scale sociometrics (Glenwick , 19 76) . 
Sociometry 
Sociometric ratings have frequently been used to 
operationalize social competence and have played a 
major role in the study of children's peer relations 
(Asher & Hymel, 19 8 1 ;  Meichenbaum , Butler, & Gruson , 
19 8 1) . Sociometry may be defined as procedures for 
investigating attraction, likeability, and friendship 
between members of a specific group (Asher & Hymel, 
19 8 1 ;  Gresham & Elliott, 19 8 4 ) . Within this 
definition , two measurement techniques have been used 
frequently: nomination methods and rating scale 
methods. 
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Nomination methods are the most common sociometric 
technique (Asher & Hymel , 1 9 8 1) . Developed by Moreno 
in 19 3 4 , the procedure involves having children 
nominate peers according to certain nonbehavioral 
criteria (e. g. : best friends, preferred play partners, 
work partners, or physical attributes) . 
Peer nominations are typically keyed to positive 
criteria, but negative criteria (least liked peers, 
least preferred play and work partners) have also been 
used. A certain number of peers, usually three, are 
nominated. Scores are derived from the total number of 
positive and/or negative nominations received by each 
child. Peer nominations have been found to be stable 
over time for elementary school children (Busk , Ford , & 
Schulman , 1 9 73 ; Roff, et aI, 1972) . 
Children are provided a list of all their 
classmates and asked to rate each classmate on a 
specific criterion in the rating-scale approach. 
Typically, the children might be asked to rate how much 
they like to play with or work with another child on a 
five point Likert scale ranging from "don't like to" to 
like to a lot" (Roistacher , 19 7 4 ; Singleton & Asher, 
19 7 7 ; Thompson and Powell, 19 51) . 
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The rating scale method appears to be sensitive to 
subtle changes in scale criteria . For example , Oden & 
Asher (19 7 7 )  found that training children in play 
related social skills led to improvement in peer 
ratings on a "play with" scale but not on a "work with" 
scale. Rating-scale sociometrics have demonstrated 
reliability over time (Oden & Asher , 19 7 7 ;  Thompson & 
Powell, 19 5 1) .  
A third technique involving peer ratings is often 
confused with sociometric ratings. Peer assessment 
methods such as Bower's Class Play (Bower, 19 6 0 )  and 
the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEl ) (pekarik , Prinz, 
Liebert , weintraub , & Neale, 19 7 6 )  have at times been 
inaccurately referred to and used as sociometric 
measures. They involve asking children to indicate 
certain characteristics, traits, or roles of peers. 
Factors such as Aggression and Withdrawal may be 
determined (Bower, 19 6 0; Hartshorne , May, & Maller, 
19 2 9 ; Pekarik, et al . , 19 7 6) .  These measures only 
indirectly measure attraction . Peer descriptions of 
behavior, while an important source of information , 
7 
should not be considered sociometric measures (Asher & 
Hyrne 1, 1 9 8  1 ) • 
The rating-scale method provides two advantages 
over the nomination method. All children receive 
ratings , while some children may receive no ratings 
using the nomination method. This makes it impossible 
at times to obtain continuous data from the nomination 
method. Test-retest reliability is higher for the 
rating-scale method than for the nomination method 
(Oden & Asher, 19 77;  Thompson & Powell , 19 5 1 ) . 
While the positive nomination and rating-scale 
methods have been found to be significantly related 
(Hymel & Asher, 1977) , there may be important 
differences in how children are rated on the two 
methods. For example, an individual child may receive 
no positive peer nominations but may receive a 
relatively high rating. positive nomination measures 
may provide information regarding "best-friendship" or 
popularity, while peer rating methods may provide an 
index of a child's overall acceptance or "likeablility" 
(Asher & Hymel, 1 9 8 1 ) . 
positive and negative nominations are not extremes 
of the same continuum. Rather, two independent 
8 
dimensions of social status are reflected (Asher & 
Hymel, 19 8 1; Ballard , Corman , Gottlieb , & Kaufman , 
19 7 7 ; Bartup , 19 7 0 , 19 7 9 ) . Acceptance by one's peer 
group is reflected in positive peer nominations , but 
this does not , a priori, exclude rejection by others in 
the peer group (negative peer nominations) .  Correlates 
of acceptance, such as positively reinforcing 
behaviors, are different from , but do not necessarily 
exclude correlates of rejection , such as negatively 
reinforcing or punishing behaviors (Gronlund & 
Anderson , 19 5 7 ;  Bartup , Glazer, & Charlesworth , 19 6 7 ) .  
This bi-dimensional aspect of the peer nomination 
method allows researchers to form subclassifications of 
children more easily than if they were to use the 
peer-rating method (Coie , Dodge, & Cappotelli,  19 8 2 ) .  
The procedure of subclassification will be discussed in 
the following section. 
Groups of Children and Sociometric status 
Much valuable information has been lost because of 
the imprecision found in many sociometric studies of 
children . Failure to distinguish between sociometric 
and peer assessment methods can result in confusion 
when attempting to interpret research findings (Asher & 
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Hymel, 19 8 1) . Further, failure to distinguish among 
groups of children has resulted in equivocal and 
confounded findings regarding correlates of social 
status such as aggression (Coie, et al. , 19 8 2 ; Milich & 
Landau , 19 8 4) . 
More precise diagnostic categorization has 
recently been obtained using peer nominations of 
popularity and rejection (Coie, et al. , 19 8 2 ; Peery, 
1979 ) . Nomination sociometries have been used to 
identify five groups of children: Popular, Average, 
Rejected , Neglected , and Controversial (Coie & Dodge, 
19 8 3 ;  Coie, et aI, 19 8 2 ; Dodge, 19 8 3) . popular 
children may be thought of as those who receive a high 
number of positive ("Like most") nominations. Rejected 
children receive a high number of negative nominations 
with few or no positive nominations. Neglected 
children receive few or no nominations of either type. 
Controversial children receive a high number of both 
positive and negative nominations. Average children 
fall around the mean on both types of nominations. 
Significant differences exist between the 
Rejected, Controversial, Neglected, Average, and 
Popular children (Asher & Wheeler, 19 8 5 ;  Coie, et al. , 
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19 8 2 ;  Dodge, 19 8 3 ;  Dodge, Coie & Brakke , 19 8 2 ; Dodge, 
Schlundt, Schocken & Delagach, 19 8 3 ) . Rejected children 
are more aggressive than their Neglected, Average, or 
Popular peers (Dodge, 19 8 3 ;  Dodge, et al . , 19 8 2 ) . In 
the classroom , they spend more time than their popular 
peers in task inappropriate solitary behavior such as 
wandering around the room , daydreaming, or "clowning . "  
Rejected children frequently initiate pro-social 
interactions during work periods, but initiate such 
interactions at a lower rate than their peers while on 
the playground . They require much teacher attention , 
either by receiving reprimands or seeking help (Dodge, 
et al . , 19 8 2 ) . Boys nominated by their peers (peer 
assessment) as being both aggressive and withdrawn 
(A/W ) are significantly more rejected than peers rated 
as simply withdrawn (W ) or Aggressive (A ) (Landau & 
Milich , 19 8 5 ; Milich & Landau , 19 8 4 ) .  Rejected A/W 
boys are rated by their teachers as significantly more 
hyperactive than other groups (Landau & Milich, 19 8 5 ;  
Milich & Landau , 19 8 4 ) . Finally, Rejected children 
report more feelings of loneliness than their peers 
(Asher & Wheeler, 19 8 5 ) . 
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Controversial children may be described as 
arousing considerable affective ambivalence among their 
peer group (Coie, et al., 19 8 2 ) . They share some 
characteristics with Rejected children , yet differ in 
important ways. While peer assessments do not 
differentiate between Rejected and Controversial 
children on aggression and disruption,  Controversial 
children are perceived as being leaders in the peer 
group (Dodge , 19 8 3t. In this respect , they are similar 
to Popular children. They are perceived as similar to 
Average children in cooperativeness. They are not 
viewed as shy and, by definition , are simultaneously 
liked and rejected by their peers. 
The aggressive (A) boys studied by Landau and 
Milich (19 8 5 )  appear to be similar to the Controversial 
children of Coie and his colleagues (19 8 2) . 
Unfortunately , Landau & Milich did not group children 
into the five subgroups (Rejected, Neglected , etc.) 
used by Coie et al., making direct comparisons 
impossible. However, they did obtain positive and 
negative peer nominations. The aggressive group 
identified by peer assessment was significantly more 
popular and less rejected than a group of aggressive 
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and withdrawn (A/W) boys. They were no less popular, 
but significantly more rejected, than controls. The 
controls in Landau and Milich-s (19 8 5 ) study may be 
comparable to Coie et al. -s (19 8 2 )  Popular and Average 
groups. The A boys were no different from A/W boys on 
teacher ratings of aggression but were significantly 
lower on teacher ratings of hyperactivity than A/W 
boys. 
Popular children are the superstars of their peer 
groups. They are viewed by peers as leaders and ready 
to share (Dodge, 19 8 3) . Teachers view them as 
performing exceedingly well academically and as being 
well adjusted socially. Together with their 
sociometrically Average and Neglected peers, they 
engage in relatively low rates of aggression. (Dodge, 
19 8 3 ;  Dodge, et al. , 19 8 2 ) . 
The Neglected children engage in higher rates of 
appropriate solitary activity than their Rejected, 
Average, or popular peers (Dodge, et aI, 19 8 2) . While 
the social approaches of both Rejected and Neglected 
children are likely to be rebuffed by peers, Neglected 
children are more likely to use a tactic of waiting and 
hovering around the peer group to gain entry than 
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Rejected children . Rejected children are likely to use 
a disruptive tactic to gain entry to a social activity 
(Dodge, et al . ,  1 9 8 3) . 
Applications of Sociometric Information 
Sociometric assessment of children using groups 
such as Rejected, Neglected, etc . has proven useful in 
identifying children who are at risk for later 
maladaptive outcomes (Coie & Dodge, 19 8 3) .  The 
Rejected child's social difficulties are particularly 
persistent, continuing across time in Coie and Dodge's 
(19 8 3 ) longitudinal study following upper elementary 
school children into junior high school, and across 
social settings . Boys rated as Rejected in their 
classrooms quickly regain this classification when 
placed in small play groups with totally unfamiliar 
boys (Coie & Kupersmidt, 19 8 3) . 
Theorists have suggested that the assessment of 
social competence in elementary school children may 
have utility in designing preventive intervention 
programs (Dodge, McClasky, & Feldman, 19 8 5 ;  aden & 
Asher, 19 77) . Knowledge of children's sociometric 
status may help target those most in need of help . Coie 
and Dodge (19 8 3)  have noted that many intervention 
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programs have focused on isolated or withdrawn 
(Neglected) children or low-acceptance groups probably 
heterogeneous in composition , including both Rejected 
and Neglected children . However, children who have 
Neglected status in elementary school very rarely 
become rejected in junior high school. In Coie and 
Dodge's 19 8 3  study, about 4 5 %  of the Neglected children 
in elementary school moved into the Average category in 
five years , 2 4 %  were subsequently rated as popular, and 
2 4 %  remained in the Neglected grouping. Controversial 
children appear to be at more risk for future social 
rejection than Neglected children , with Rejected 
children at greatest risk for continued social 
difficulty . 
Knowledge of the sociometric group a child belongs 
to implies knowledge concerning the child's social 
interactions (Dodge, 19 8 3 ;  Dodge, et al. 19 8 2 ;  Landau & 
Milich , 19 8 5 ;  Milich & Landau , 19 8 4 )  and the stability 
of the child's social adjustment (Coie & Dodge, 19 8 3) .  
Indeed , linkage between childhood social adjustment and 
adult functioning appears clear from the preceding 
review of the literature (e.g . :  Cowen, et aI , 19 7 3 ; 
Roff et aI , 19 7 2) . The use of information derived from 
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the sociometric literature may be helpful to those who 
are involved in decision making concerning special 
education placement and training of students , to those 
who provide therapy and counseling to children , and to 
those who plan preventive interventions for children. 
Statement of the Problem 
A three step model for the assessment of a 
socially incompetent child has been presented by Dodge 
and his colleagues (Dodge, et al. , 1985 ; Dodge & 
Murphy, 19 8 4 ;  McFall & Dodge, 19 8 2 ) . This assessment 
process must precede effective treatment planning. The 
first step in the process is to identify the 
incompetent child , typically through the use of 
sociometric ratings or, perhaps, specially designed 
teacher ratings. The second and third steps involve 
identifying individual variables involved in the 
child's incompetence, such as the context in which the 
child displays deviant behaviors and the assessment of 
the child's component skills in problematic situations 
(Dodge, et al. , 19 8 5 ) . 
The current study concerns step one of Dodge's 
assessment process. Diagnostic categorization of some 
sort must occur before specific treatment planning 
16 
takes place. One approach to diagnosis involves the 
use of the various sociometric subgroups. 
Unfortunately , this information is not readily 
available in most cases. Clinician's lack of 
familiarity with the sociometric literature, lack of 
computational facilities, ethical concerns, and time 
constraints may all be factors mitigating against the 
use of sociometric assessments in day-to-day practice. 
Perhaps more importantly , the degree to which 
diagnostic ratings generated by significant others 
(parents, teachers) may be generalized to the social 
competence of children is not known. Assumptions 
regarding children's social functioning based on 
diagnostic information supplied by significant adults 
may lack empirical support. 
The present study attempted to answer the 
following research questions: 
1 .  To what degree can diagnostic ratings generated 
by significant adults be generalized to the social 
competence of children? 
2 .  Which types of ratings are most important in 
predicting sociometric categories? 
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3. Along how many dimensions of the ratings do the 
sociometric groups reliably differ? 
4 .  How well can the ratings of adults predict 
sociometric group membership? 
5. Can the dimensions of ratings along which the 
sociometric groups differ be interpreted in terms of 




Subjects for Peer Nomination Procedure. 
All children in the third, fourth, and fifth 
grades of two suburban elementary schools (N = 4 8 9 )  
were contacted by the investigator, provided 
information regarding the study, and asked for their 
permission to participate (Appendix A). Those that 
indicated their desire to participate were given a 
letter and a permission form (Appendix B) to present to 
their parents. Children who had given their permission 
and who returned properly signed parental permission 
forms were included in this component of the study (N 
3 9 6 , 8 1%) . 
Subjects for Sociometric Categorization Procedure 
Three hundred and eighty-five students were 
assigned to one of the five possible sociometric groups 
by a categorization procedure described under 
Instruments (eleven subjects were removed from the 
sample because of clerical errors in preparation of the 
nomination rosters) .  The number of subjects in each 
group and their proportion relative to the entire 




Number of  Subjects at Each Step of  the Se1ection Process 
Selection Sociometric Group 
Step Average Popular Neglected Rejected Controversial 
Step I 2 0 1  38 8 5  4 9  12 
Percent 5 2% 10% 2 2% 13% 3% 
Step II 6 0  38 39 39 12 
Percent 30% 10 0% 4 6% 8 0% 10 0% 
step III 4 4  33 2 9  31 8 
Percent 73% 8 7% 74% 79% 67% 
step IV 4 3  3 1  2 9  31 Oa 
Percent 9 8% 9 4% 10 0% 1 0 0% 
Note. Percentages refer to each preceeding step. At Step It percentages are 
based on the total number of children participating in the sociometric 
categorization procedure. Refer to text for explanation of  each step. 
2 0  
then assigned numbers and 12 0 children were randomly 
selected for the study using a table of random numbers. 
To insure that more cases than variables were included 
in every cell (Tabachnick & Fidell, 198 3) , random 
assignment to the study continued until each 
sociometric group had 39  students or the sample from 
that group was exhausted (Table 1, Step II) . 
Subjects for Adult Rating Procedure 
Permission for teacher ratings and completed PIC's 
were obtained from parents of 14 5 students (Table 1 ,  
Step III) . 
Subjects for Statistical Analysis 
validity scales were used to screen out possibly 
invalid PIC profiles from parents . Criteria for 
screening out included a Lie (L) Scale greater than 8 0  
T-Score points, an F Scale greater than 10 0 T-Score 
points, and a Defensiveness (DEF) Scale greater than 8 0  
T-Score points . The Controversial group was deleted 
from the study because an insufficient number of 
subjects (N = 8 )  were available for subsequent 
statistical analysis. The total N used for statistical 
analysis was 13 4 (Table 1 ,  Step IV) . 
2 1  
Gender and race distribution of the subjects in 
the sociometric groups studied is described in Table 2 .  
Instruments 
Sociometric device 
Nomination procedure . The students were given a 
roster of all children in their grade level that had 
returned signed permission forms. They were asked to 
nominate three grademates they "especially like to do 
things with" and three grademates they "don't like to 
do things with." Individual children's scores were 
computed , as described in the following section , on 
same-sexed peer nominations because elementary children 
exhibit strong bias against opposite-sex peers (Asher & 
Hymel , 19 8 1 ;  Singleton & Asher , 19 77) . 
Categorization procedure. Nominations for the 
positive criteria and the negative criteria were 
summed to obtain an impact score. Categorization of 
subjects on a grade-by-grade basis to one of five 
independent and exhaustive groups was accomplished by 
Newcomb and Bukowski's (19 8 3) procedure. Binomial 
distributions were derived for each grade size on the 
basis of three nominations each for the positive and 
negative criteria and six total nominations for the 
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Table 2 
Gender and Race of Subjects 
Sociometric Group 
Variable Average popular Neglected Rejected Total % 
Race 
White 3 7  3 1  2 5  2 9  9 1% 
Black 6 0 2 2 7 . 5% 
Asian 0 0 1 0 . 7% 
Indian 0 0 1 0 . 7% 
Sex 
Male 2 5  15 16 13 5 1 . 5 % 
Female 18 1 6  13 18 48 . 5% 
impact score by each child . A criterion probability 
level of . 1  was used to determine rare scores . 
Children were identified for a particular sociometric 
status group by the following criteria: 
Popular = A rare positive score and a negative 
score below the mean . 
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Average = A chance impact (total nominations) 
score and a less than rare number of positive and 
negative nominations . 
Controversial = A rare positive and/or negative 
raw score and, if only one score is rare, a score 
at or above the mean on the other dimension . 
Neglected = A lower than chance impact score. 
Rejected = A rare negative score and a positive 
score below the mean . 
Selection to a sociometric status group was made 
independently of a child's gender and race. 
Rating Scales 
Scales were chosen to assess indicators of 
pathology and competence thought to be related to 
sociometric status. 
personality Inventory for Children (PIC) . The PIC 
(Wirt , Lachar, Klinedinst, & Seat, 19 7 7 )  is an 
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empirically and rationally constructed instrument 
designed to be completed by the child's mother or other 
source close to the subject since early childhood. It 
provides a comprehensive and clinically relevant 
personality description of individual children. The 
Revised Format, Parts I & II (Lachar, 19 8 2 )  used in 
this study contains 2 8 0  true-false items (Appendix C) . 
This scale yields normed scores on three validity 
scales, one screening scale (Adjustment, ADJ) , and 12 
clinical scales. Four available factor scores and the 
ADJ scale were not used in this study because of 
overlap with the clinical scales. The validity scales 
were used to screen out possibly invalid profiles, as 
reported above in the Subjects section. 
Validity of the Revised Format scales is based on 
their equivalence with the PIC full-length scales 
(Lachar, 19 8 2) . The PIC accurately predicts 
developmental histories, parental concerns, 
observations of teachers, and observations of 
clinicians (Lachar, Gdowski, & Snyder, 19 8 5) . The 
Revised Format scales correlate highly with the 
original full-length scales (. 8 7  to . 9 9 ,  X = . 9 5) and 
agree (9 3 to 97%, X = 9 4 . 3 %) with actuarial 
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interpretive guidelines of clinical importance (Lachar 
& Gdowski, 19 79) developed for the full-length scales 
(Lachar, 19 8 2 ) . Acceptable internal consistency ( . 14 
to . 8 6 ,  X = . 71) and test-retest reliability ( . 4 3  to 
. 9 7, X = . 8 0) has been reported for the Revised Format 
scales (Lachar, 19 8 2 ) . 
Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist 
(WPBIC). The WPBIC (Walker, 19 8 3) consists of 5 0  
behavioral descriptors (Appendix D) which are circled 
by a child-s teacher if they have been observed during 
the previous two months. Split-half reliability of the 
total checklist has been reported as . 9 8  (Walker, 
19 8 3 ) . Factor-analytically derived clusters make up 
the five subscales of the WPBIC: Acting-out, 
withdrawal, Distractibility, Disturbed Peer Relations, 
and Immaturity. There is very little overlap among the 
factors, with the exception of Acting-out and 
Distractibility (E = . 6 7) . Other cluster correlations 
range from . 0 2 to . 4 8 (mean intercorrelation of the 
five �lPBIC factors = . 3 4 ) . 
Health Resources Inventory (HRI). The HRI 
(Gesten, 19 76) is a 54 item inventory (Appendix E) 
designed to assess competence behaviors. Teachers rate 
HRI items on 5 point scales indicating how well they 
describe a child (1 = not at all, 5 = very well) . 
Factor analysis of the HRI has yielded five factors: 
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Good Student, Adaptive Assertiveness, Peer Sociability, 
Follows Rules, and Frustration Tolerance, in addition 
to a sum HRI score. Test-retest (4 -6 weeks) reliability 
of the of the factors range from .72 to .91 .  The HRI 
discriminates between clinically disturbed and normal 
children,  and distinguishes levels of competence within 
a normative sample. The sum HRI score was not used in 
this study because of overlap with the factor scores. 
Procedures 
Peer Nomination Procedure 
Following a briefing of the teachers by the 
researcher, potential subjects for the peer nomination 
procedure were contacted by the researcher in their 
classrooms. The proposed procedure was briefly 
described and written child permission for 
participation was requested (Appendix A) . All children 
were given a parent permission form and explanatory 
letter (Appendix B). They were informed that a valid, 
signed parent permission form needed to be returned 
before they could participate in the research 
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activities. A novel inexpensive reinforcer was 
provided to each child contingent on return of a signed 
permission form , regardless of whe1 er permission was 
granted or denied. Those with both parental and 
personal permission were surveyed by the experimenter 
in a group setting using a positive and negative 
nomination sociometric device. Half of the children 
from one class with signed permission were surveyed at 
one time. This procedure was used to minimize any 
feelings of isolation experienced by those children 
without permission slips. 
Prior to the sociometric procedure, children were 
told that their responses would be kept confidential by 
the researcher. Following the group sociometric 
procedure, children were asked not to discuss their 
nominations with others. Informal polling of the 
teachers following the sociometric procedure suggested 
that children complied with this request. 
Categorization and Rating Procedure 
Sociometric categorization was achieved by the 
procedure described under Instruments. 
Parents were contacted by a letter sent horne with 
their child and asked to complete the short form of the 
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personality Inventory for Children (PIC) (Lachar, 
19 8 2) .  Parents were also asked for their permission to 
gather ratings from the child's teacher (Appendix F) . 
An educational pamphlet on a topic of the parents' 
choice was offered to them as a "thank you" for return 
of the PIC materials and the parent permission form , 
whether permission was given or not. 
Telephone contact was made with parents of 
children in the Neglected and Rejected categories who 
had not returned the materials at two weeks after 
initial distribution . Parents were asked if they had 
received the materials . If they indicated they had 
not, a second set was sent horne with the child . If 
they had, return of the materials was requested. This 
was done to insure adequate sample sizes in these two 
groups. 
Following receipt of the completed PIC and parent 
per�ission for teacher ratings, the teachers of 
students in the study completed the WPBIC and the BRI .  
Results 
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
procedures were performed with the SPSsx Batch System 
(SPSS, 19 8 3) in preliminary analysis of the PIC, HRI , 
and WPBIC data. Category (Popular, Average , Neglected , 
and Rejected) and sex were the independent variables in 
each of three MANOVAs , with the PIC clinical scales, 
WPBIC factor scales , and HRI factor scores serving as 
the dependent variables in the respective analyses. 
Also, a MANOVA with category and grade (third, fourth 
" 
or fifth) as the independent variables and all rating 
scale scores (PIC, WPBIC , and HRI) as the dependent 
variables was conducted. 
All MANOVAs, as expected , yielded significant main 
effects for category (�(3 6 , 3 4 8) = 1.6 9 , �<.0 5 for PIC; 
�( 1 5 , 3 6 0) = 4 .5 1 ,  �<.O' for WPBIC; �('5 , 3 57) = 2 .76 , 
�<.0 1 for HRI; and �(6 6 , 2 5 5 )  = 2 .0 3 , �<.O' for all 
rating scale scores) . Neither the WPBIC or HRI MANOVA 
yielded significant main effects for sex or interaction 
between sex and category. The MANOVA using PIC scales 
as the dependent variable resulted in a significant 
main effect for sex (�('2 , "4)  = 2 .2 0 , p<.0 5) . 
Intellectual Screening (IS) was the only significant 
- 2 9  -
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PIC clinical scale (K(1 , 12 5 ) = 13 . 0 9 , p<.Ol) when 
individual scales were subjected to one-way analyses of 
variance with sex as the independent variable. The 
mean IS score was 5 7 .15 for males , 4 9 . 0 9 for females, 
and 5 3 .2 1  for the entire population. The sex by 
category interaction was not significant for the PIC, 
WPBIC or HRI MANOVAs. 
MAN OVA with category and grade (third , fourth or 
fifth) serving as the independent variables and all 
rating scale scores (PIC, WPBIC , and HRI) serving as 
the dependent variables did not yield a significant 
main effect for grade, nor a significant interaction 
effect for grade and category. Scores were collapsed 
across grade and sex for subsequent analyses. 
A discriminant function analysis was performed 
with the SPSSx Batch System (SPSS, 19 8 3) to assess 
prediction of the four sociometric groups from the 
parent and teacher ratings. Groups were Average, 
Popular , Neglected, and Rejected children. Predictor 
variables included the PIC clinical scales, WPBIC 
factor scales, and the HRI factor scores. Mean 
predictor variable values for the four sociometric 
groups were inserted for missing data (Tabachnick & 
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Fidell, 19 8 3 ) . Because no strong a priori reason 
existed for ordering the entry of variables, a stepwise 
discriminant function analysis was used. variables 
were entered one variable at a time according to their 
minimization of the overall wilks- lambda (SPSS, 19 8 3� 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 19 8 3) . Minimum F to enter and 
maximum F to remove was 1 .  Minimum tolerance level was 
.0 0 1. 
The sociometric groups were found to reliably 
differ along two dimensions. Three discriminant 
functions were calculated, with a combined ,,2 (3 0)  
12 1.3 6 , £<.0 1 .  After removal of the first function, 
there was still significant discriminating power, ?(2 
(18) = 3 3 .8 9 9 , £<.0 5 .  After removal of the second 
function, however, discrimination power was 
non-significant, )(2 (8) = 8 .14 2 8 , £>.0 5. The two 
significant discriminant functions accounted for 7 7% 
and 18% of the between group variability respectively. 
As shown by the group centroids in Figure 1 ,  the first 
discriminant function (Function 1) maximally separated 
Rejected children from Neglected children, and to a 
lesser extent, separated Rejected children from popular 
children, with Average children falling between the 
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extreme groups. The second function maximally 
discriminated Popular from Neglected children, with 
Average and Rejected groups falling between the 
extremes ( Function 2 ) .  
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A loading matrix of correlations between predictor 
variables and discriminant functions, as seen in Table 
3 ,  suggests that the primary variable in distinguishing 
between Rejected and Neglected/popular students 
(Function 1) is Acting-out (ACTOUT), a teacher-rated 
scale from the WPB IC which includes items such as 
"becomes hysterical, upset or angry when things do not 
go his/her way", "openly strikes back with angry 
behavior to teasing of other children", and "complains 
about other-s unfairness and/or discrimination towards 
him/her" (Walker, 19 8 3) . Rejected children are rated 
by their teachers as displaying more acting-out kinds 
of behavior (mean ACTOUT score = 6 0 . 7 1) compared to 
their Neglected (mean ACTOUT score = 4 7 .4 5) and popular 
(mean ACTOUT score = 4 7 . 2 3) peers. 
Also contributing to discrimination between the 
Rejected and Neglected/Popular students were Immaturity 
( IMM), Hyperactivity (HYP) and Frustration Tolerance 
(FRUSTOL). Rejected children appear more emotionally 
Table 3 
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labile, interpersonally hostile, and less able to cope 
with failure and social pressure than the Neglected and 
Popular children (See Table 4 for group means). 
Loadings less than . 4 0 on the correlation matrix (Table 
3)  are not interpreted. 
The primary variable in distinguishing between 
Neglected children and Popular children suggested by 
the loading matrix of correlations for Function 2 
(Table 3 )  was the HRI factor Good Student (GDST). This 
teacher-rated factor includes items related to 
effective academic performance (e. g.,  "is good in 
arithmetic"; "is good in reading") (Gesten, 19 7 6) . As 
a group, Neglected children are seen by their teachers 
as doing less well academically than Popular children. 
Other scales that contributed to the 
discrimination of popular from Neglected children 
included Distractibility (DIST) and Development (DVL). 
DIST contains items related to impulsivity, poor 
attention and concentration, and overactivity, and also 
reflects poor academic performance (e. g. , "does not 
complete tasks attempted"; "underachieving: performs 
below his/her demonstrated ability level" ) (Walker, 
19 8 3) . DVL may be broken down into 10 item groupings, 
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Table 4 
Predictor Variable Means and Standard Deviations by Group 
Average 
(N = 43) 
variable X SD 
ACTOUT 49 . 42 7 . 7 3  
IMM 5 1 . 6 7  9 . 5 2  
WTHD 5 0 . 5 0  11 . 2 1  
OIST 48 . 7 4  6 . 8 2  
GDST 2 . 7 1  . 6 3  
FRUSTOL 3 . 47 . 6 2  
HYP 5 2 . 8 4 11 . 9 8  
DVL 5 0 . 8 1  10 . 19 
ACH 5 3 . 0 0 12 . 37 
IS 5 3 . 9 1  15 . 12 
Note. ACTOUT = Acting Out, 
popular Neglected 
(N 3 1) (N 2 9 )  
X SD X SD 
47 . 2 3  4 . 2 2  47 . 45 3 . 9 5  
46 . 2 3 . 7 2  47 . 7 9  5 . 7 2  
48 . 6 8 9 . 6 2  5 1 . 3 8  14 . 6 1  
46 . 0 6 5 . 7 8  5 1 . 2 1  10 . 2 6 
3 . 18 . 59 2 . 6 2  . 6 6  
3 . 8 1  . 6 5  3 . 5 1  . 7 8  
47 . 5 5 8 . 2 6 5 0 . 3 8 11 . 9 5  
46 . 6 1  8 . 9 7  5 4 . 41 10 . 9 6  
47 . 9 4 10 . 14 5 2 . 5 5  12 . 3 7 
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IMM = Immaturity, WTHO = Withdrawal, DIST 
Distractibility, GOST = Good Student, FRUSTOL = Frustration Tolerance, HYP 
Hyperactivity, DVL = Development, ACH = Achievement, IS = Intellectual Screening. 
with the majority of variance accounted for by items 
concerning immature motor development and academic 
failure (5 1% and 16 %, respectively) (Wirt, et al . ,  
19 7 7) . 
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The variables Acting out (ACTOUT) , �(1, 13 0) = 
16 .0 6 ,  and Hyperactivity (HYP) , �(1, 13 0) = 10 . 5 3 ,  
significantly separated Rejected children from the 
other three groups, after adjustment for all other 
variables and keep�ng overall 0« . 0 5 for the 10 
variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 19 8 3) . Squared 
semipartial correlations between the grouping variable 
(Rejected children versus all others) and predictor 
variables were . 0 7 for ACTOUT and . 0 5 for HYP. 
Development (DVL) , �(1, 13 0) = 11 . 4 6 ,  and 
Achievement (ACH) , �(1, 13 0) = 8 . 8 6 ,  significantly 
separated the Neglected children from the other three 
groups after all variables were adjusted for each other 
and the Type I error rate was adjusted for the number 
of predictor variables. Squared semipartial 
correlations between the grouping variable (Neglected 
children versus all others) and DVL and ACH were . 0 7 
and . 0 5 ,  respectively. None of the predictor variables 
significantly separated Average or Popular children 
from the other three groups, after adjusting all 
variables for one another and adjusting for inflated 
Type I error rate. 
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Children in the study were classified into groups 
based on the model generated by the step-wise 
discriminant function analysis. Sixty-two percent of 
the children were classified correctly (Table 5 ) . The 
analysis was most successful in classifying Popular 
children (77% correctly classified) , followed by the 
Rejected (68 %  correctly classified) and Neglected (62 %  
correctly classified) groups . Clearly, the model was 
least successful in classifying the Average children, 
with a 47% correct classification rate . 
Classification results based on the same cases 
used in developing the classification equations, as 
reported above, are biased . with all variables forced 
into the analysis this bias is eliminated by a 
jackknifed classification scheme because each case is 
classified on the basis of equations developed from all 
data except the case being classified (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 19 8 3) . using jackknifed classification, 48 % of 
all children were correctly classified (Table 5) . 
Again, the model was most successful in classifying 
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Table 5 
C la s s i f i cat ion  Res ults 
PREDICTED GROUP MEMBERSH I P  
ACTUAL GROUP AVERAGE POPULAR NEGLECTED REJECTED 
AVERAGE 47% 2 8 %  12 % 14% 
POPULAR 10 % 77% 10 % 3 %  
NEGLECTED 10 % 2 8 %  6 2 %  0 %  
REJECTED 2 6 %  0 %  6 %  6 8 %  
P e rcent o f  total cases co r rectly clas s i f ied : 6 2 %  
Jackkni fed Clas s i f icat ion  Res ults  
PREDICTED GROUP MEMBERS HIP  
ACTUAL GROUP AVERAG E POPULAR NEGLECTED REJECTED 
AVERAGE 2 8 %  3 5 %  16 % 2 1% 
POPULAR 19 % 61% 16 % 3 %  
NEGLECTED 14% 3 1% 48 % 7% 
REJECTED 2 5 %  8 %  10 % 5 8 %  
P e rcent of  total cases cor rectly clas s if ied : 48 % 
popula r  chi ldren , with a 6 1 %  co r rect class i f i cation 
rate . Fi fty-e ight percent o f  the Re j ected chi ldren 
were c o r rectly class if ied , 4 8 %  of  the Neg lected , and 
2 8 %, s l ight ly mo re  than would be e xpected due to 
chance , of  the Ave rage  chi ldren were clas s i f ied 
c o r r e ct l y . 
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Discuss i on 
B eha v i o r a l  rat i ng s  by s ig n i f i ca nt ' adults can be 
gene ra l i z ed to the s o c i a l  competence of chi ld ren . The 
two s ig n i f i cant d i s c r imi nant f uncti ons found in this  
study togethe r account for  9 5 %  of  the  va r iance sha red 
between the s o c i omet r i c  g roups and the adult rat ing s . 
The o rthogonal d imens i ons s ig n i f icantly enhance 
d is c r imi nat ion between Re j ected , Neglected , Ave rag e ,  
and P op u l a r  chi ld ren and can be int e rp reted i n  such a 
way as  to conceptual i z e  the placement of  the g ro ups 
with respect to the d i s c r imi nant f unct ions . An 
und e r stand i ng of these d imens ions may g u ide c l i n i c ians 
in  a l loca t i ng resou rces to those chi ld ren most in  need 
of s e r v i ces . 
The f i rst d imens ion  found i n  this  study i s  most 
e f f ect i ve i n  d is c r iminat ing Re j ected children  f rom 
other s o c i omet r i c  g roups . Pa rents and teache r s , as do 
pee r s , see Rej ected chi ldren as exhibit ing more 
unde s i rable beha v i o r  than Neg lected or popu l a r  chi ldren 
( Ca r lson , et a l . ,  19 8 4 ;  French & Waas , 19 8 5 ; vi rtue & 
F rench , 19 8 4 ) . The f o rm o f  this  undes i rable behav i o r  
i s  cha racte r i zed by poor attention and concent rat i o n ,  
impuls i vity , overact iv ity , inte rpe rsonal host i l it y ,  and 
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non-comp l i ance . These cha ract e r i s t i cs a r e  s im i l a r  to 
the DSM I I I  ( Ame r i can Psych i at r i c  Associat ion , 19 8 0) 
d i ag n o s t i c  c r i t e r i a  f o r  Attent ion  Def icit  D i s o rd e r  
( ADD ) w i th Hyperact i v ity , and Conduc� D i s o rd e r  ( type 
unspe c i f i ed ) .  This  ext rapolation of the cur rent 
f ind i ng s  to DSM I I I  d iagnoses i s  s uppo rted i n  pa rt by 
prev i o us r es ea rch . C h i l d ren c l i n i ca l ly d i ag nosed as 
ADD with Hype ract i v ity a r e  d e s c r i bed by the i r  teache rs 
as  mor e  agg r es s i ve and mo re unpopul a r  than chi ldren 
d i ag n o s ed as  ADD without Hype ract i v ity ( Edelb rock , 
Coste l l o ,  & K e s s l e r , 1 9 8 4) .  Chi ldren d iagnosed by 
teacher rat i ng s  as ADD with Hype ract i v ity a r e  
s ig n i f i cantly mo r e  r e j ected by pee rs on a negati ve 
nomi nat i on than a r e  ADD without Hype ract i v ity children  
( Lahey , S chaughency , S t raus s ,  and F rame , 19 8 4) .  
The s econd d imens ion  found i n  t h i s  study i nvolves 
adult  ratings related to chi ld behav i o r  a reas such as 
academi c pe r f o rmance , leve l of  cog n i t i ve f unct i on ing , 
moto r  development , and coord inat ion . This  d imens ion  i s  
most u s e f u l  i n  d i s c r imi nat ing the Neg lected f rom the 
Popu l a r  chi ld r e n . I t  is l ikely that a pa ra l l e l  e x i sts 
between peer percept i ons and adult rat ings of  Neg lected 
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chi l d ren a s  s omewhat d i sad vantaged i n  te rms o f  academic 
achi evement and cog n it i ve and mot o r i c  deve lopment . 
An i nspection  o f  the mean scores obta ined by the 
Neg lected chi ld r en on the p redictor va r iables s uggests 
that , as a g roup , they are unl ikely to be ident if ied as 
hav i ng cog n i t i ve a nd/o r academi c def icits  s eve re enough 
to wa r rant spe c i a l  educat ion or DSM I I I  d iagno s i s  of a 
Spe c i f ic Developmental Di s o rde r . Howeve r ,  t h i s  
a cademic/developmenta l f unction i s  s ig n i f i cant and 
accounts f o r  18 % of the between g roup va r iab i l ity . I t  
s eems l ikely  that ch i ld ren who a r e  a t  a s l ight moto r i c ,  
cogn i t i ve , and/o r academi c d i s advantage compa red t o  
the i r  pee rs a r e  i n f requently chos en f o r  pos it i ve 
nomi nat ion  whi le at the s ame t ime they do not exhibit  
the  behav i o ra l  d i f f icult i es that wou ld result  in  high 
numb e r s  o f  nega t i ve nomi nat i ons . Chi ldren who pe r f o rm 
we l l  a cadem i ca l ly a re l ikely to be socia lly accepted 
and engage in mo re  pos i t i ve interact i ons with pee rs 
than those w i th l ow a cademi c ach i evement ( G reen , et 
a l . , 19 8 0 ;  Hartup , 1 9 70 ) .  Wechs l e r  1 0  sco res a r e  
s ig n i f i cant pred i ctors  of  ch i ld ren ' s  s o c i a l  competence 
as reported by the i r  parents on a rat ing s ca l e  ( Kendal l  
& F i s ch le r ,  1 9 8 4 ) ,  and child ren ' s  rat ings o f  v ideotaped 
h igh- and l ow- s o c i omet r i c  status boys a r e  related to 
pe rce i ved i nte l l igence ( Ol lend i ck ,  F ranc i s , & Hart , 
19 8 5 ) .  Fu rthe r ,  Neg lected chi ld ren d i f f e r  f rom 
accepted chi ld ren  in be i ng less l ikely to b rag about 
phys i ca l  p r owess ( Ca r lson , et a l . ,  19 8 4 ) .  
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The ab i l ity of  c l i n ic ians t o  rel iably pred i ct 
ch i ld ren ' s  s o c i omet r i c  status f rom the adult rat ings 
often i n c l uded i n  d iagnost i c  batte r ies i s  of much 
impo rtance . C h i l d ren clas s i f ied sociomet r i ca l ly as 
Rej ected a re at high  r i s k  for  a va r i ety of ado lescent 
and a d u l t  p roblems of  s ig n i f i cant psycholog i ca l  and 
s o c i a l  impact ( Cowen , et a l . ,  19 73 ; Rof f ,  et a l . , 19 72 ; 
U l lman , 1 9 57 ) .  The i r  Re j ected status i s  ma int a i ned 
ove r t ime and they qu ickly reacq u i re Rejected status 
when  placed in new g roups o f  tota l l y  unfami l i a r  
chi ld r en ( Co i e  & Dodge ,  19 8 3 ;  Coie & K upe rsmidt , 1 9 8 3 ) .  
R e j ected chi l d r e n  a r e  clea r ly the s o c i a l  status g roup 
most  i n  need of  help ( Co i e  & Dodge , 19 8 3 ; V i rtue & 
F r ench , 19 8 4 ) .  
U n f o rt unately , conducting s oc i omet r i c  evaluat i ons 
of  i nd i v id ua l  chi ld r e n  r e f e r red f o r  a s s es sment i s  not 
feas i b l e  f o r  the ma j o r ity of child  mental health 
wo r k e r s . S o c i omet r i c  methods of ident i fying  Re j ected 
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c h i l d ren a r e  cumbe rs ome , t ime-consuming , requ i re access 
to f a i r ly s oph i s t i cated computational faci l i t ies , and 
ra i s e  ethi ca l  i s s ues of  s ome conce rn . The pred i ct i on 
of  soci omet r i c  status with a mode rate deg ree of 
acc u ra cy f rom i n f o rmat ion  eas i ly obta i nable f rom 
pa rents and teache r s  i s  a useful  a lternative . 
Afte r remov i ng the clas s i f i cation bias  due to 
incl u s i on o f  the s ame cas es used i n  the class i f i cation 
equations  ( j ackkn i fed class i f i cation ) ,  Rej ected 
chi ld ren were co r rect ly clas s i f ied with 57 . 5 %  a ccuracy , 
a rate cons i d e rably h ighe r than chance (2 5 %) . I f  the 
task of the p roced u re i s  taken as co r re ct l y  ident i fy i ng 
s o c i omet r i ca l ly R e j ected ch i ld ren f rom adult rat i ng s ,  a 
high rate of  val id nega t i ves (8 8.3%) i s  found , with 
mode rate rates of  val id pos i t i ves (5 7 . 5 %) and false  
nega t i ve s  (42 . 5 %) . Only 1 1 . 7 %  o f  chi ld ren actua l ly 
class i f i ed as  Ave rage , popul a r ,  o r  Neg lected by the i r  
pee r  nomi nat i ons were mi s clas s i f ied a s  Rej e cted ( fa l s e  
pos i t i ves ) th rough t h e  j a ckknifed class i f i cation 
proced u r e .  
L imitat i ons to the study 
I n s u f f i c ient numbers  of cont rove r s ial  child ren i n  
the s ampl e  p recl uded i nclus i on of thi s g roup in  the 
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analys i s . Thi s  i s  unfo rtunate beca use of  the unique 
pro f i le p res ented by these chi ldren . The i r  pe rcept ions 
by pee rs a r e  highly va r iable ( Bukowski & Newcomb , 
19 8 5 ) . They a r e  " v i s i ble , act i ve , and a s s e r t i ve 
ch i ld ren " ( Co i e ,  et a l . ,  19 82 , p .  5 6 7 ) who show 
s imu ltaneous s imi l a r i t ies  to Rej ected , Ave rage , and 
Popul a r  ch i ld ren . Ove r t ime , they a r e  at r i sk for  
becoming R e j e cted , although they a l s o  f requently move 
i nto the Popul a r  g roup . Ra rely do they become Ave rage 
( Co i e  & Dodge ,  1 9 8 3 ) . I f  pa rallels  between pee r  
ass es sments and adult assessments e x i st f o r  the 
cont rove r s ia l  g roup as  they do f o r  the Rej ected and 
Neg lected g ro ups , one would e xpect to f ind cons id e rable 
va r iab i l ity  among and between rat ings prov ided by 
adult s . Whethe r o r  not the two ma i n  d imens ions 
des c r i bed i n  the cur rent res ea rch are useful  in  
d is c r iminat i ng Cont rove r s ial  child ren f rom other g roups 
is a top i c  f o r  f ut u r e  resea r ch . Resea rch on this  g roup 
w i l l  l i ke l y  cont inue to be l i mited , howeve r ,  g i ven the 
l ow numbe rs of  ch i ld ren who a re ident i f ied as 
Cont rove r s i a l  through s o c i omet r i c  nomi nations . 
The lack of  a c ross-val idat ion  sample may be 
v iewed by s ome as a l imitat ion  to the study . 
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C l a s s i f i ca t i o n  i s  based on  coef f i c i ents d e r i ved f rom 
the s amples  of s o c i ome t r i c  g roups , and these s amples 
may only  be cons idered approx ima t i ons of the population 
pa ramet e r s  of  the g r oups . Typi ca l ly , cross-val idat ion  
s amples  are  obta ined by  hold ing out a s ubset of  the 
tota l sample , comput i ng d i s cr imi nant funct i ons on the 
rema i n i ng cas es , and u s i ng the withheld subset to 
dete rmine how well  the clas s i f icat ion f uncti ons wi l l  
pe r f o rm on  new cas es . After  estimates of  e r ro r s  in  
clas s i f icat ion  a r e  obta i ned , the  total sample i s  often 
used t o  recompute the d i s c r iminant funct ions  
( Lachenbruch & M i ckey ) . Howeve r ,  to i n s u re that the 
samp l e  s i z e  of  the sma l lest g ro up exceeded the number 
of p red i ct o r  va r iables ( Tabachn i ck & Fide l l , 1 9 8 3 )  in  
the  c u r rent study , no cases  were withheld f o r  a 
c r o s s -va l idation  sample . 
Hold i ng out a po r t i o n  of  the sampl e  i s  not without 
its d i s advantages . I t  i s  an uneconomical use of  data , 
the re  a r e  p roblems connected with the s i z e  o f  the 
holdout s ample ,  and often the d isc riminant f unct i on 
that i s  evaluated i s  not the one that i s  used 
( Lachenbruch & M i ckey , 19 6 8 ) . Cochran (19 6 8 ,  p . 2 0 4 ) 
has noted that " hold i ng out part of  the s ampl e  f o r  
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ve r i f i cat i o n  will  be feas ible  and convenient in  
p ract i ce only inf requent ly . "  The j ackkn i fed 
class i f i ca t i o n  p rocedu re  does not d i f f e r  apprec iably 
f rom the cross-val idation procedu re with l a rge sample 
p roblems . I ndeed , the c ross-va l idat ion approach has 
the d i sad vantage of req u i r ing a larger  sampl e  than the 
j ackkn i fed approach , and the results obta ined f rom the 
cross-va l idat ion  approach hold only f o r  the 
d i sc r iminant f unct i ons computed f rom the pa rt of the 
data used f o r  analys i s , p revent ing gene ral i zat i on to 
d i sc r iminant f unct i ons computed f rom all  of  the data 
( Lachenbruch & M i ckey , 1 9 6 8) . Therefore , the use of  
the  BMDP j a ckk n i fed class i f i cation p rocedure  i s  seen  as 
an a cceptable alternat i ve to a c ro s s -val idat ion sample . 
H oweve r ,  the re  a r e  compe l l ing reasons to be 
cautious  i n  the app l i cation  of  thes e f ind ing s  to othe r 
s amples . Non - r espondents may not have been randomly 
d i s t r i buted among the s o c i omet r i c  g roups , f u rther 
reducing conf idence i n  the rep resentat i veness of  the 
samp l e  and the adequacy of the clas s i f ication 
coef f i c i ents . Pa rents of  children  with beha v i o r  
problems may b e  less  l ikely to coope rate with 
researchers than pa rents of  chi ld ren without 
s ig n i f i ca nt beha v i o r  p roblems ( Patterson , 1 9 8 2 ) , 
pe rhaps red u c i ng the cont r ibution of  sca les of  
pathol og y  to the  d i s c r iminant funct ions . The 
e l ementary s choo l s  that were used ii the study a r e  
l o cated i n  predominantly whi t e ,  l ower-midd le and 
uppe r -middle class  ne ighbo rhoods . No e f f o rt was made 
t o  i nvest igate the ef fects of race or  soci oeconomic 
status on  the f ind i ngs . Data was collected only on 
thi rd , f o u rth , anq f i fth g rade ch i ld r e n . 
I n  d e f en s e  o f  the cur rent study , the res u lts  a r e  
n o t  i ncon s i stent w i t h  prev i ous resea rch compa r ing 
standa rd i z ed adu lt rat i ng s  with sociomet r i c  status 
( F r ench & Waas , 1 9 8 5 ;  G reen , et a l . ,  1 9 8 1 ;  Lahey , et 
al . ,  1 9 8 4 ; V i rtue & F r ench , 1 9 8 4 ) . The g radual 
accumulation  of  data f rom similar  stud i es w i l l  
dete rmine the conf idence o n e  can place in  the 
genera l i zabi l ity of the c u r rent f ind ings . Als o ,  the 
use of Newcomb and B ukowsk i ' s  p robab i l ity method o f  
s o c i omet r i c  class i f i cation , t o  b e  d i scussed sho rtl y ,  
prov i des a constant f rame of  reference f o r  t h i s  
r e s ea rch a c r o s s  s o c i a l  setting s . 
L imitati ons to the study may be found i n  the 
methodo l og y  used to f o rm sociomet r ic g roups . 
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S o c i omet r i c  g ro up ings a r e  typ i ca l ly dete rmined based on 
a two-d imens ional categ o r i zation scheme fo rmed by 
s o c i a l  p r e f e rence and social  impact va r iables ( Co i e ,  et 
al . ,  1 9 8 2 ) . P refe rence , impact , l iked , and d i s l iked 
s co res a r e  standa rd i zed and a c r it e r ion score on these 
d i mens ions  is chos en a rb i t ra r i ly so that sociomet r i c  
g ro up a s s i g nments may b e  made . This methodology 
p res ents ce rta i n  d i ff iculties . 
The C o i e ,  et a l e ( 1 9 8 2 ) class i f i cation method may 
fa i l  to clas s i fy a l l  students ( Newcomb & Bukowsk i ,  
1 9 8 3 ) . Rel iance on stand a r d i zed sco r es c reates an 
appea rance of s im i l a r ity that may not e x ist  across 
d i ve r s e  s o c i a l  netwo rks . Social  networks d i f f e r  in  
s i z e , s et t i ng , and  va r iation  in  acceptance and 
r e j ect ion . H oweve r ,  the use of  standa rd i zed scores 
wou ld res u lt in  app r o x i mately equal pe rcentages of  
ch i ld ren f a l l i ng i n  s o c i omet r i c  g roups reg a rd less of 
the spe c i f ic cha racte r i s t i cs of  the social  netwo rk 
be i ng con s i d e red ( Newcomb & Bukowski , 1 9 8 3 ) . The use 
of  Newcomb and B ukowsk i ' s ( 1 9 8 3 ) b i nomia l  p robab i l ity 
method , as  in the c u r rent study , obv iates these 
d i f f i c u l t i e s . A l l  chi ldren a re clas s i f ied with the 
p r obab i l ity method , wh i l e  rel iance on  the b i nomial  
d i s t r i but ion  provides a constant f rame of reference 
across  s o c i a l  netwo rks . 
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Reg a rdless  of  the method used , a r b i t rary cut-of f  
po i nts a re chosen to a l l ow sociomet r { c  class i f i cation . 
I n  the Co i e ,  et a l . ( 1 9 8 2 ) method , 1 . 5 or  2 . 0  standard 
deviations  may be chosen fo r the class i f i cation 
c r i t e r i a  as  wel l  as  1 . 0 .  I n  Newcomb and Bukowsk i ' s 
app roach , a c r i t e r i on level must be chosen for  
dete rmi nation  of  rare  s co res . I n  thi s study , the 
c r it e r ion level  was . 1 , a lthough � < . 1 5 ,  . 0 5 ,  or . 0 1  
might have a lte rnat i ve ly been chosen . The use o f  
d i f fe r ent c r ite r ion  leve ls  f o r  clas s i f ication purposes 
i n  d i f f e rent stud i es reduces the g enera l i zab i l ity of 
results . 
When u s i ng a r b i t ra r y  cut-o f f s , one runs the r i sk 
of clas s i fy ing i nd i v iduals  with ess ent i a l ly s imi l a r  
sco r e s  i nto two d i f f e rent g roups , and of  clas s i fy ing 
i nd i v idua l s  whos e sco res a r e  quite d i s s im i l a r  i nto the 
same g roup . A chi ld who rece ives , f o r  e xample , two 
pos i t i ve nominations  and s e ven neg a t i ve nominations 
f rom a g roup of  38  chi ldren may be very  d i f fe rent f rom 
a c h i l d  who rece i ves no pos i t i ve nominat ions and 1 5  
negat i ve nomina t i ons f rom the s ame g roup . Howeve r ,  
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they would most l i kely  both be clas s i f ied as " R e j ected" 
The f o rmat i on o f  s o c i omet r i c  categ o r ies , whi l e  helpful  
f rom a conceptua l standpo int ,  i s  decept i ve . New data 
i s  be ing c reated , and resea rche rs are not investigat ing 
the data p rov ided ( i . e . : runn ing analyses on d i s c rete 
sociomet r i c  g ro ups rathe r than the cont inuous data 
p rovided by the pos i t i ve and negat i ve nominations ) .  
This  app roach may be e xpected to reduce the association 
between r esea rch va r iables and sociome t r i c  va r iables , 
res ulting  i n  a l o s s  of  i n f o rmat ion . These r i sks , which 
a r e  clea r ly appl i cable to sociomet r i c  stud i es , s ugg est 
impo rtant a r eas  for f uture  res ea r ch . 
Emp i r i ca l  determinati ons of  the relationsh ips 
between cont i n uous s o c i omet r i c  data and concur rent and 
l ong itud inal  behav i o ra l  data would a l l ow f o r  actua r ial  
pred i ct i on ( S ines , 1 9 6 4 ) . Q uesti ons s uch as  " g i ven a 
pa rt i c u l a r  patt e r n  of  s o c i omet r i c  data , what i s  the 
p robabi l ity that t h i s  student wi l l  d rop out of  s choo l ? "  
o r  " g i ven a pa rt i c u l a r  pattern  of  sociomet r i c  data , 
what i s  the p robab i l ity that this  chi ld w i l l  be 
i n ca rce rated ? "  might proper ly be answered were 
actua r i a l  data to be gathe red . Although actua r ial  
p red iction  systems requ i re the  collection  of measures  
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o n  l a r g e  samples rep resentat ive of  the subj ect 
populat i ons to which they w i l l  be appl ied , this would 
be a most u s e f u l  d i rection for fut u r e  resea rch . 
Add i t i onally , by empha s i z ing the outcomes related to 
s o c i omet r i c  data , res ea rchers  would be in a pos it i o n  to 
assess  the ut i l ity of  cutt ing-scores in sociome t r i c  
class i f i cation  systems ( Wigg ins , 1 9 7 3 ) . Arbitrary 
c r i te r ion  s co res could be replaced by sco res that would 
ma x i m i z e  d i sc r iminative e f f i cacy , whi l e  ma intain ing the 
conceptual  st rength of sociomet r i c  categ o r i zation . 
C l i n i cians who work with child ren ca nnot wa it f o r  
the development o f  actua r ia l  data banks , howeve r .  
G i ven  the need t o  help real chi ldren i n  real t ime , the 
ident i f i cation  of  chi ld ren e xpe r iencing social  
re j ec t i o n  i s  an impo rtant abil ity whi ch can  clea rly  be 
enhanced by the u s e  of adu lt rat ings , as demonst rated 
in the c u r rent resea rch . 
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Append i xes 
Append i x  A 
I ag ree to pa r t i c ipate in  a research proj ect e xp l a ined 
to me by M r .  Falk . I und e rstand that the answer s  I g i ve in 
t h i s  p ro j ect w i l l  not be shared with anyone else . 
S ignatu re of  Student 
Date 
OR 
I do not want to pa r t i c ipate in the research p r o j ect 
e xpl a i ned to me by M r . Falk . 




Append i x  B 
Dea r Pa rents : 
( Name o f  School ) has ag reed to pa rti cipate in  resea r ch 
on  chi ld ren ' s  f r i endship and related behav i o r s . I t  i s  
ant i cipated that the i n f o rmation  collected in  this  study wi l l  
b e  u s e f u l  to educato r s  in  plann ing learn ing e xpe r i ences and 
to p r o f es s i onals in  helping chi ldren play mo re s uccess f u l ly 
w i th
.
ot�e r  chi ld ren . We would l ike to request your  
perm1 s s 10n for  your  chi ld to j oin  in  o u r  p r o j ect . 
The f i rst  pa rt of  the study w i l l  invol ve a 2 0  minute 
ses s ion  conducted at the s chool . C h i ld ren w i l l  be asked to 
tell  us wh i ch of  the chi l d ren i n  the i r  g rade they espe c i a l ly 
l i ke inte ract ing w ith and which g rademates they do not 
pa rt i cu l a r ly en j oy inte ract ing w i t h .  
Afte r we have gathe red this  info rmat ion , w e  w i l l  ask 
some o f  you  to he lp i n  the second part of  the pro j ect . 
Aga in , pa r t i c ipation  i s  vol unta ry . We w i l l  want to gather 
the op i n i ons of  the parents and teachers  o f  s ome of  the 
chi ld ren . We a r e  i nte rested in  how adults ' v iews of 
child ren ' s  beha v i o r  re late to the child ren ' s  f r iendships . We 
hope that t h i s  i n f o rmat ion w i l l  help us to p rovide ch i ld ren 
w i th ef fect i ve ways of  mak ing and ma i nta in ing f r iendsh ips . 
I n  o u r  e xpe r i ence , the chi ld ren f ind the ques t i o nna i res 
fun t o  complet e ,  and teachers  in the past have suggested that 
lea rn i ng to complete fo rms l ike these i s  a good learn ing 
e xpe r ience . 
The purpos e  of  t h i s  lette r i s  t o  i n f o rm you of  the study 
and to r equest permi s s i on f o r  your  child  to pa rt i c ipate . A l l  
i n f o rmat i on col le cted in  t h i s  study w i l l  be t reated with 
complete anonymity and con f ident ia l it y ,  and at the conclusion  
o f  the study all  q u es t i o nna i re i n f o rmat ion will  be dest royed . 
You a r e  of  course  f ree t o  request add it ional e xplanation  of  
the st udy at any t i me ,  both be fore  and  afte r your  chi ld 
pa rt i c ipates , and both you and your  chi ld a re f ree to 
te rmi nate your  pa r t i cipat ion at any t i me if you des i re to do 
s o . Fu rthermo r e , your  ag reement to a l l ow your  chi ld to 
pa r t i c ipate in  the f i rst pa rt of  the p r o j ect leaves you und e r  
no obl igat ion  to pa rt i c ipate in  the second pa rt of  the study . 
We hope that you w i l l  ag ree to your  ch i ld ' s  
pa rt i c ipat i on i n  thi s p r o j ect . p lease f i l l  out and s ig n  the 
attached f o rm if you a r e  f reely w i l l ing to g i ve consent for  
your  chi ld t o  pa rt i c ipat e . I f  you do not  w i sh f o r  your  child  
to pa r t ic ipate , please check the app rop riate box . Then , have 
y o u r  chi l d  retu rn  the form to schoo l .  In thi s way , we can be 
s ur e  you saw the lette r .  Your  chi ld can earn a sma l l  p r i z e  
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f o r  retu rn ing the s igned pe rmi ss ion s l ip ,  whethe r  or not you 
g i ve your permi s s i on for your chi ld to pa rticipate in  the 
s tudy . Your  chi ld w i l l  a l s o  be asked f o r  permi ss ion before 
pa rt i cipat i ng . 
I f  you have any quest ions , please ca l l  M r .  Falk at 
and he w i l l  t ry to answe r them d i rect ly . 
Robe rt S .  Falk , Ed . S .  
vi rg i n ia Commonwealth 
U n i ve r s ity 
S ince rely , 
( p r i n c ipa l ' s  name ) , 
p r incipa l ,  
( Name o f  School ) 
7 0  
I am fami l ia r  w i t h  the resea rch proj ect d i scus sed i n  the 
lette r to parents dated 0/ 0 0/8 6 .  I understand that the 
i n f o rmat i o n  to be col l ected wi l l  t reated w i th complete 
conf ident ia l i ty and anonymi ty . I . . . .  
( check one ) 
G i ve my pe rmi s s i on f o r  my s on/daughte r 
, to  pa rt i c ipate i n  the p ro j ect . ------------------------------
( name ) 
Do not gi ve my pe rmiss ion for  my s on/daughter  
_______________________________, to  pa rt i c ipate in  the p r o j ect . 
( name ) 
S ignatu re 
Relationship to Chi ld 
Date 
Append i x  C 
DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS BOOKLET 
PART I 
1. My child often plays with a group of children. 
2. My child hardly ever smiles. 
3. Other children often get mad at my child. 
4. My child worries about things that usually only 
adulta worry about. 
S. My child has many friends. 
6. My child seems average or above average in 
inteUi,ence. 
7. My child's manners sometimes embarrass me. 
8. My child has a good sense of humor. 
9. My child sometimes sees things that aren't there. 
10. My child is worried about sin. 
1 1 . Other children don't seem to listen to or notice my 
child much. 
12. My child sometimes undresses outside. 
13. My child has little self-confidence. 
14. I often wish my child would be more friendly. 
I S. My child can comb his (her) own hair. 
16. My child is usually rejected by other children. 
1 7, My child seems to enjoy destroying things. 
18.  Now and then my child writes letters to friends. 
19. Thunder and liahtning bother my child. 
20. The school I&YS my child needs help in getting alon, 
with other children. 
2 1 .  My child often ub if I love him (her). 
22. Other children look up to my child u a leader. 
23. My child could ride a tricycle by a,e five years. 
24, My child sometimes geta an,ry. 
2.5. My child frequently complains of bein, hot eval 
on cold days. 
26. My child's behavior often makes others angry. 
27. Recently roy child bu complained of eye trouble. 
28. Others think my child is talented. 
29. My child frequently has gas on the stomach (sour 
stomach). 
30. My child is good at lying his (her) way out of 
trouble. 
3 1 .  My child often cheats other children in deals. 
32. My child is good at leading games and things. 
33. At one time my child had speech difficulties. 
34. Pestering others is a problem with my child. 
3S. My child can cut things with scissors as well as can 
others of his (ber) ale. 
36. My child doesn't seem to care to be with others. 
37. My child has difficulty doing things with his (her) 
hands. 
38. Others think my child is mean. 
39. My child seems to lcnow everyone in the 
neiahborhood. 
40. My child would never take advantalle of others. 
4 1 .  My child can be left home alone without danger. 
42. My child jumps from one thin, to another. 
43. My child has been in trouble for attacon, others. 
44. My child seems too serious minded. 
4S. My child has more friends than mOlt ehiJdrcn. 
46. When my child ,eta mad, _teb out. 
47. My child really has no real friend. 
48. My child is u happy u ever. 
49. My child often complains that otben don't 
understand him (ber). 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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SO. My child has very few friends. 
5 1 .  My child likes to play active pmes and sports. 
52. Sometimes I worry about my child's lack of concern 
for others' feelings. 
53. Often my child is afraid of little things. 
54. My child tends to see how much he (she) can get 
away with. 
55. My child almost never argues. 
56. My child often disobeys me. 
57. My child likes to show off. 
58. Others have said my child has a lot of�personality." 
59. My child goes to bed on time without complaining. 
60. My child likes to �boss" others around. 
6 1 .  Reading has been a problem for my child. 
62. A scolding is enough to make my child behave. 
63. My child sometimes disobeys his (her) parents. 
64. My child is in a special class in school (for slow 
learners). 
65. My child usually plays alone. 
66. My child sometimes eats too many sweets. 
67. My child often brings friends home. 
6&. My child learned to count things by age six years. 
69. My child could print his (her) first name by age six 
years. 
70. My child doe.n't seem to learn from mistakes. 
7 1 .  My child can't seem to wait for things like other 
children do. 
72. My child always does his (her) homework on time. 
73. My child is usually a leader in ,roups. 
74. Sometimes my child lies to avoid embarraument 
or punishment. 
75. Other children make fun of my child's d ifferent 
ideas. 
2 
76. Sometimes my child's muscles twitch. 
77. My child worries about tallcin, to others. 
78. My child fint talked before he (she) was two years 
old. 
79. School teachers complain that my child can't sit 
still. 
80. My child has some bad habits. 
8 1 .  Several times my child has spoken of a lump in his 
(her) throat. 
82. My child frequently has nightmares. 
83. My child almost neVer acts selflshly. 
84. My child is usually in good spirits. 
85. My child seems fearful of blood. 
86. My child seems more clumsy than other children 
his (her) age. 
87. My child will do anything on a dare. 
88. My child sometimes becomes envious of the 
possessions or good f onune of others. 
89. Shyness is my child's biggest trouble. 
90. Usually my child gets along well with others. 
9 1 .  My child gets lost easily. 
92. My child often has headaches. 
93. My child seems to get along with everyone. 
94. My child is easily embarra.sed. 
95. My child is very popular with other children. 
96. My child gets confused ea.i1y. 
97. My child is almost always smilin,. 
98. My child loses most friends because of hi. (or her) 
temper. 
99. My child is shy with children his (her) own age. 
100. My child was difficult to toilet train. 
101 . My child wants a lot of attention when sick. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
7 2  
102. My child can count change when buying something. 
103. My child can tell the time fairly well. 
104. Many times my child has become violent. 
lOS. My child can take a bath by him (her) self. 
106. Recently my child has complained of chest pains. 
107. There is seldom a need to correct or criticize my 
child. 
lOS. My child has as much pep and energy as most 
children. 
109. Recently the school has sent home notes about my 
child's bad behavior. 
1 1 0. Sometimes my child will put off doing a chore. 
I I I .  My child often talks about death. 
1 1 2. My child has been difficult to manage. 
1 1 3. Sometimes my child's room is messy. 
1 1 4. My child is usually afraid to meet new people. 
1 1 5. My child almost never needs punishing or scolding. 
1 1 6. My child could eat witha fork before age four years. 
1 1 7. Often my child complains of blurring (blurred 
vision). 
I IS. My child needs protection from everyday dangers. 
1 19. My child respects the property of others. 
120. Frequently my child will put his (her) hands over 
his (her) ears. 
1 2 1 .  Everything has to be perfect or my child isn't 
aatiafied. 
1 22. Spanking doesn't seem to affect my child. 
123. My child talks a lot about his (her) siu or weight. 
124. My child often will cry for no apparent reason. 
125. My child will worry a lot before starting some thine 
DeW. 
126. My child usually looks at the bright side of thinp. 
127. My child often has crying spells. 
3 
1 2S.  Sometimes my child gets hot all over without 
reason. 
129. My child seems tired most of the time. 
130. Others have remarked how smart my child is. 
1 3 1 .  My child takes illness harder than most children. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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PART II 
1 32. My child tends to pity him (her) self. 
133. Others always listen when my child speaks. 
IJ.4. Several times my child had complaints, but the 
doctor could find nothing wrong. 
1 3S. I often wonder if my child is lonely. 
1 36. Usually my child talees things in stride. 
1 37. My child is likely to talee remarks the wrong way. 
1 38. Little thinas upset my child. 
1 39. My child leeeps thoughts to him (her) self. 
1040. It has been a long time since our family has gone 
out together. 
1 4 1 .  My child has never mentioned his (her) heart racing 
or pounding. 
142. My child has usually been a quiet child. 
143. AI times my child has seriously hurt others. 
144. My child has never had cramps in the legs. 
14S. At times my child yells out for no reason. 
146. My child is liable to scream if d isturbed. 
147. My child has no special talents. 
148. Our family seems to enjoy each other more than 
most families. 
149. My child broods some. 
I SO. My child could do better in school if he (she) tried . 
l S I .  My child never lileed to be cuddled. 
I S2. Our marriage has been very unstable (shaley). 
IS3. The child's father seems jealous of the child. 
1S4. I am afraid my child might be going insane. 
ISS. My child seldom talles aboul sicleness. 
I S6. My child has had convulsions. 
I S7. My child of len lets up al night. 
4 
ISk. Most of my child's friends are younger than he 
(she) is. 
I S9. There is a lot of swearing at our howe. 
160. My child never ialees the lead in thinas. 
1 6 1 .  My child talees criticism easily. 
162. My child sometimes swears at me. 
163. My child is not worned aboul disease. 
164. My child seems bored with school. 
16S. The child's parents are now separated or divorced. 
1 66. My child gets exhausted so easily. 
167. I can't get my child 10 do his (her) school lessoDS. 
1 68. My child stays close 10 me when we 10 out. 
1 69. Often my child goes about wringing his (her) ha nds. 
1 70. The child's parents have broleen up their marriage 
several times. 
1 7 1 .  Somelimes my child runs errands for me. 
172. It is nol too unlileely that my child will stay in the 
house for days al a time. 
1 73.  My child has had brief periods ohime when he (she) 
seems unaware of everythinl that is goinl on. 
1 74. My child has never had face twitc:hings. 
1 7S. My child usually runs rather than walks. 
1 76. My child is different from most children. 
1 77. My child is afraid of dyinl. 
178. My child believes in God. 
1 79. My child doesn't seem to care for fun. 
1 80. Often my child will sleep most of the day on a 
holiday. 
1 8 1 .  My child often stays in his (her) room for hours. 
1 82. My child has never had any paralysis. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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183. My child seldom breales rules. 
184. How to raise the child has nevcr been a problem 
at our bouse. 
lIS. Several times my child has threatened to kill him 
(her) self. 
1 16. My cbild usually doesn't trust others. 
117. My cbild bas many friends of the opposite sex. 
III. My child seems unhappy about our home life. 
119. Others often remark how moody my child is. 
190. The trouble with my child is a "chip on the shoulder." 
1 9 1 .  Nothing seems to scare my child. 
192. My child doesn't seem to be interested in practical 
things. 
193. My child can't seem to keep attention on anything. 
194. The child's parents are not active in community 
affairs. 
19S. My child tends to swallow food without chewing it. 
196. My child loves to stay overnight at a friend's house. 
197. School has been easy for my child. 
191. My child can't sit still in school because of 
nervousness. 
199. I do not approve of most of my child's friends. 
200. Constipation has never been a problem for my child. 
20 1 .  My child is often restJcss. 
202. Several times my child has been in trouble for 
stealing. 
203. My child seldom complains of stomachaches. 
204. My child has never failed a lrade in school. 
2OS. My child is afraid of Itranlers. 
206. The child's parents can't seem to live within their 
income. 
207. My child loves to work with numbers. 
201. My child has never bee n in trouble with the police. 
209. My child seldom visits a doctor. 
210. My child's favorite stories arc fairy tales or nursery 
rhymes. 
2 1 1 .  The child's father doesn't understand the cbild. 
212. Dizzy spells arc no problem with my child. 
2 1 3 .  The child's father drinles too much. 
214.  My child tends to brag. 
21S.  My child would rather be with adults than with 
children his (her) own age. 
216. My child tends to be pretty stubborn. 
217.  My child seldom talks. 
211.  Our whole family seldom gets to cat together. 
219. Reading is my child's favorite pastime. 
220. The child's father usually makes the important 
decisions at our house. 
22 1 .  " Bad days" arc frequent with my child. 
222. My child insists on keeping the light on while 
sleeping. 
223. My child seems to prefer adults to children. 
224. My child is dependent on others. 
22S. My child gets common colds more often than most 
children. 
226. The child's parents disagree a lot about rearinl the 
cbild. 
227. Often my child loeb himself (herself) in the 
bedroom. 
221. Often my child will laulh for no apparent reason. 
229. My child sometimes lOps school. 
230. My child is not al stroDI al most children. 
23 I .  Others have remarked how self-confident my child 
il in a ,roup. 
232. Others often remark how sensible my child is. 
233. My child seems to undcntand everythinl tbat 
i. said. 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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234. Sometimes the child's father wiU ,0 away for days 
after an araument. 
23'. Money seems to be my child's billest interest. 
236. I have orten found my child playin, in tbe toilet. 
237. The cbild's father sometimes aets drunk and mean. 
238. My child is a healtby child. 
239. My child thinks others are plottinl apinst him 
(or her). 
240. Usually my child plays inside. 
24 1 .  The child's fatber seldom muses work. 
242. Often my child takes walts alone. 
243. The child's parents have set firm rules that must 
be obeyed. 
244. Orten my child will wander about aimlessly. 
245. Several times my child has threatened to run away. 
246. At times my child has difficulty breathin,. 
247. There is always a lot of arlurnent at our dinner 
table. 
248. My child plays with friends who are often in trouble. 
249. My child seldom has nose bleeds. 
�. My child has never been expelled from school. 
25 I. My child whines a lot. 
252. My child has never run away from bome. 
253. My child shows unusual talent. 
254. Speatinl up is no problem for my child. 
25'. I had an especially diffICult time with temper 
tantrums in my cbild at an early aae. 
256. Sharin, thinp has been no problem for my child. 
257. The child's parents always discuu important 
matters before makin, a decision. 
258. My child smokes at bome. 
2'9. The child's father frequently·blows up· at the child. 
260. My child is shy with adulu. 
6 
261. I have heard that my child d rinks aIcobol 
262. My cbild is rather absent-minded. 
263. My child is afraid of the dark. 
264. My child boasts about bein, sent to the principal 
in school. 
W. My child never has faintin, speUs. 
266. The child's father is too strict with the child. 
267. My child will never clean his (or ber) room. 
268. My child is able to keep out of everyday danaers. 
269. Most of my child', time u taken up watchinl 
television. 
270. Frequently my child has a hilh fever. 
27 1.  The child's father is hardly ever home. 
272. Sometimes I don't understand what my child means. 
273. My child is exceptionally neat and clean. 
274. My child speaks of him (her) self as stupid or dumb. 
275. There is a lot of tension in our home. 
276. Several times my child has threatened to ItiU others. 
2n. The child's father spends very little time with the 
child. 
278. My child seldom bas back pains. 
279. The child's father has very little patience with 
the child. 
280. The cbild's parents frequently quarrel 
CO ON TO THE NEXT PACE 
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Append i x  D 
SCALE 
2 3 4  5 
1. Complains about others' unlairness and lor discrimination towards him. . . .  , . . .  , • . . . . . . . . . . • . 3 
2. Is listless and continually tired. . . . . . . • . . . . • • . • • . . • • • • . • . . • . . . • • • • • • • . • • • . • • • • • . . . . . • . • •  . • .  . •  • • •  • .2  
3 .  Does not conlorm t o  limits o n  h i s  own without control lrom others. . . . . . • . • . . . . • . • . • • . . • . . .  . . . •  . . 1  
4. Becomes hysterical, upset, o r  angry when things d o  not g o  his way . . . • . • • . . . • • • • . • . . • • . . . . . . 3 
5. Comments that no one understands him. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .  • • .  . . . . 1 
6. Perlectionistic: meticulous about having everything exactly right. . . . •  . . . . . .  . •  . . . . • • •  . . • • • •  . • • •  • . . ,  • .  .2 
7. Will destroy or take apart something he has made rather than show it or ask to have it 
displayed . . . . . • . . • . . • • . . • . . • . . . . . • • . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • . . . • • • • • . . . . . . . • • • . • • • • . • • • • . .  .3  
8. Other children act a s  il he were taboo or tainted. . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . • . . . . • • . • • • • . . • • • . . . • • •  . • •  • •  . . •  . • . .  . .  .4  
9. Has difficulty concentrating lor any length 01  time. . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . •  • • • .  . . • •  • •  . 1  
10.  Is overactive, restless, and lor continually shifting body positions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . •  • . • •  • .  . 2  
1 1 .  Apologizes repeatedly lor himsell and l o r  h i s  behavior. . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • • . • . • . • • • . • . . • . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . • . . • . • . . . 2 
12. Distorts the truth by making statements contrary to lact. • . • . • . • • . . • • • . . . . . • • • • . • • • • . . . . . . .  . 1  
13. Underachieving: perlorms below his demonstrated ability level. . • • . . • • . . • . . . • . . • • . . . • . • • . .  . • . .  • . • •  . 1  
14. Disturbs other children: teasing, provoking lights, interrupting others. . . . . . . • . . • . • . • . • • • . . . .  . . • •  . • • .  . .  . 2  
15. Tries t o  avoid calling atlention t o  himsel!. . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • . . • • . . • . . . . . . • . . . • . . . • . . . . . •  . . . 1  
16. Makes distrustful or  suspicious remarks about actions 01 others toward him. . . • . . • . . • . . • • • • .  .2 
17. Reacts to stresslul situations or changes in routine with general body aches, head or 
stomach aches, nausea. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • • • • • • . . . . • . . • . • • . . . • .  
18. Argues and must have the last word in verbal exchanges. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • . . • . . • . .  . 1  
19. Approaches new tasks and situations with a n  " I  can't d o  it" response. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . • . .  • • • •  • . • •  . .  . 1  
20. Has nervous tics: muscle-twitching, eye-blinking, nail-biting, hand-wringing. . . • • . . . • • • . . . • . .  
21. Habitually rejects the school experience through actions or comments. . • • . . • • . . • . . . • . • . . . . .  . 1  
22. Has enuresis (wets bed). . •  • • . • • • .  . • .  . . . . .  . • . . • •  . • • . •  . .  . . .  . . .  . • • . • • • • • • •  • • • • •  • • • • •  • • • • .  • • •  
23. Utters nonsense syllables and lor babbles to himself. . . . • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • . • • . • . . • . . . • •  
24. Continually seeks atlention. . • . • • • • . . . • • . . . • . . . . . • • • • • • . . . . . • . • . • • • • • • • . • . . . . • . . • . • • . • •  . . • •  • • • .  . 1  
25. Comments that nobody likes him. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • • • . • • . . . • • . • • • • • • • • . . • . • . . . • • . . • • • •  
26. Repeats one idea, thought, or activity over and over. • . • . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • . . • • . . . . . • . • • • . . • • . . . . .  
27. Has temper tantrums. • • • . . • • . • • • • . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . . . . .  .2 
28. Relers to himself as dumb, stupid, or incapable. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .  . 
29. Does not engage in group activities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  .2 
30. When teased or irritated by other children, takes out his frustration(s) on another 
inappropriate person or thing. . . • . . . • . • . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • • • . • • • . • • • • . . • • . . • • •  .2 
31. Has rapid mood shilts: depressed one moment, manic the next. . • . . . . . . • • • • • • • • . . . • • • • • • • . .  .4 
32. Does not obey until threatened with punishment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
. .  . . . . . . 3 
.4 
.2 
. .  . .  4 
. . . 3 
.3 
. 1  
33. Complains o f  nightmares, bad dreams. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  . 1  
34. Expresses concern about being lonely. unhappy. . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
35. Openly strikes back with angry behavior to teasing 01 other children. . ,  . . • • • • • • • •  , . . . . . . . . . .  .3 
36. Expresses concern about something terrible or horrible happening to him. • • • • • • • • • • . • • • •  , . . • • • 
37. Has no friends. • . • • • . . • , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , • • • • • •  , • • •  .4 
38. Must have approval for tasks atlempted or completed. • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . .  ; . . . . . . . . . . . .  , .1 
39. Displays physical aggression toward objects or persons. • • • • • • • • • •  , • •  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .1 
40. Is hypercritical of himsel!. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , • 
41. Does not complete tasks atlempted. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . • . .  . 
42. Doesn't protest when others hurt, tease, or criticize him. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  .3 
43. Shuns or avoids heterosexual activities. • . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . .  " .  • " .  • .  
44. Steals things Irom other children. • • • • • • . • • • . • , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
45. Does not initiate relationships with other children. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  .4 
46. Reacts with defiance to instructions or commands. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
47. Weeps o r  cries without provocation. . • . • • . .  , . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
48. Stutters, stammers. or blocks on saying words. • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . , 
49. Easily distracted away from the task at hand by ordinary classroom stimuli (minor 
movements 01 others, noises, etc.). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
SO. Frequently stares blankly Into space and is unaware of his surroundings when dOlngD� 
+ 
. 1  
. 1  
. 1  
. . . 1 
. . . 3 
. .  . 1  
+ 
. .  . 1  
. .  . 1  
. . . 1 
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Append i x  E 
Health Resources Inventory I 
ChUd ' .  llame Date ---------------------� �----------------------
School, ___________________________________Teacher ' s Nam� ____________________________ __ 
Please .E!.!!. each of the l is t er! behaviors accord inc .!2. how well .!! describes the child 
1 - not at all 2 • a l it t l e  3 • moderately well 4 • well S • vary well 
functions well ·even with d is trac tions 
--feels good about h1Jnself or herself 
applies learning to new s i tuations 
__ has a good sense of hUlDOr 
is interested in schoolwork 
shares thines with o thers 
is well-behaved in school 
is mature 
__ approaches new experiences con f idently 
is a happy child 
does o r i cinal work 
__ can accept thinns not going his way 
is pleased with his scco�rttRhments 
--defend s his views under &roup prC80IJy.p. 
�od is balanced and stable 
resolves peer p roblc",s on his own 
--copes well with fa ilure 
--follows claBs rules 
---part icipates in class d iscussions 
i. able to que s t ion rul e s  thst seem 
-- unfair or unclear to him 
uses teacher appropr iately as r e source 
--is a f fec t ionate toward others 
--i_ eenerally relaxed 
:::is a self-starter 
---
ploys enthusias tically 
completes his homework 
hall a lively in terest 'in hill environ­
ment 
anee r ,  when d isplayed , is j us t i f ied 
i. t rus tworthy 
___ works well without adult suppo r t  
___ expresses ideas w11 1inely 
__ carries out requests and d ir ec t ions 
responsibly 
___ uses his imagina t ion well 
well liked by clallsmates 
---is good in a= ithmetic 
--tries to help o t:,ers 
is well-organized 
---faces the pressures o f  competition well 
---has many f r iends 
---works up to po t en t ial 
---thinks before actine 
---"cr.el' t o  lcr.t t tmate impo sed limits 
knows his or her s t ren\:ths and weak­
nesses 
___ adj u s t s  well to changes in the class­
room rout ine 
expresses needs and feel ings appropri­
--- ately 
accepts c r i t ic i sm well 
---is a good r eader 
---is comfortable a s  a leader and follower 
--funct ions well in unstructured .itua-
t iona 
i. spontaneous 
---works well toward long-term goals 
--works for own .a ti_fac t ion, no t j u s t  
--- rewards 
rarely requires restric t ion. or 
--- sanctions 
___ i. po lite and courteous 
7 8  
79  
Append i x  F 
Dea r P a r e nt s : 
As you may remembe r ,  about a month ago we wrote to you 
asking  fo r the pa rt i c ipation  of your chi ld in  a study we a re 
cond u ct i ng at ( name o f  s chool ) on ch i ld ren ' s  f r iendship and 
related behav i o r s . 
Y o u r  chi ld was selected randomly ( by chance ) f o r  the 
second pa rt of  the study . We want to gathe r the opin ions of 
the moth e r s  and teache r s  of  some of  the chi ld ren . We a r e  
i nte r es ted i n  how adults ' v i ews of chi ldren rel�te t o  the 
chi ld ren ' s  f r i endships . We hope that th i s  i n f o rmat i o n  w i l l  
he lp u s  to p ro v ide chi ld ren with effect i ve ways of mak ing and 
ma inta in ing f r i endsh ips . 
Enc l o s ed i s  a ques t i onna i re f o r  the mothe r to f i l l  out 
and a pe rmi s s ion f o rm to obta in i n f o rmat ion f rom your chi ld ' s  
teache r .  A l l  i n f o r�at ion collected i n  t h i s  study w i l l  be 
t reated w i th complete anonymity and conf ident ial ity , and at 
the conclus i on of the s t udy a l l  quest ionna i re i n f o rmat i o n  
w i l l  b e  d e s t r oyed . You a r e  of c o u r s e  f ree to request 
add i t i ona l explanation  of  the study at any time ,  both be f o re 
and a fte r you  and your  chi ld ' s  teach e r  pa rt i c ipate , and both 
you and your  chi ld ' s  teache r are f ree to te rmi nate 
pa rt i c ipat ion at any t ime i f  you o r  the teacher  des i re to do 
s o .  
I f  y o u  w i s h  t o  pa r t i c ipate in  the s econd part of  t h i s  
p r o j ect , please  fol l ow t h e  steps on  t h e  I nst ruct i on P ag e .  We 
hope that you w i l l  ag ree to part ic ipate in t h i s  impo rtant 
p r o j ect . 
I f  you  have any quest ions , please ca l l  M r .  Falk at 
 and he w i l l  t ry to answe r them d i rectly . 
Robe rt S .  Falk , Ed . S .  
v i rg in i a  Commonwea lth 
U n i ve r s ity  
S ince rely , 
( P r inc ipal ' s  name ) , 
p r incipa l ,  
( Name o f  S chool ) 
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INSTRUCTIONS 
1 .  F i rst , complete the Permi s s i on Form . This  wi l l  a l low 
us to ask your  c h i ld ' s  teache r to complete a questionna i re 
conce rning  y o u r  ch i ld ' s  beha v i o r  in  school . 
2 .  Comp lete a l l  i n f o rmation  on  the p e r s ona l i ty I nvento ry 
f o r  C h i ld ren ( PI C ) Rev i s ed Answe r Sheet . Then read the 
inst ruct i o n s  f o r  the P IC and answe r the questions on the 
answer sheet . P lease use a penc i l  and f i l l  in a l l  ques t i ons . 
The r e  a r e  no " r ight o r  w rong " answe r s . Remember that you r  
answe rs w i l l  be completely conf ident ial . The invento ry was 
p r i ma r i ly des igned to be completed by the chi ld ' s  mothe r .  I f  
the mothe r i s  not ava i lable to complete the invent o ry , an 
a d u l t  who knows the ch i ld we l l  may complete it . Be  s u re to 
s how the rater ' s  relat ionship to the chi ld on the a nswe r 
shee t .  
3 .  A s  a n  incent i ve t o  return the mate r i a ls , whethe r you 
complete them or not , you a re offe red a cho i ce of  three 
i n f o rmat i ve booklets . p lease check the t i t le o f  one book let 
that i nte rests you on  the P e rmi s s i on Form . I f  you-return a l l  
mate r ia l s , y o u  w i l l  rece i ve this book let . 
4 .  F ina l l y ,  have your  chi ld retu rn the mat e r i a l s  to 
school in  the enclosed enve l ope . 
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I am fami l ia r  with the resea rch p r o ject d i s cussed i n  the 
lette r to pa rents dated 0/ 0 0/8 6 .  I under stand that the 
i n f o rma t i o n  to be collected w i l l  t reated with complete 
conf ident i a l ity and anonymit y .  I • . • .  
( check one ) 
____ G i ve my pe rmi s s i on f o r  my s on ' s/daughte r ' s  teache r 
t o  complete a questionna i re des c r i b ing my chi ld ' s  beha v i o r  at 
schoo l . 
____ Do not gi ve my pe rmi s s i on f o r  my son ' s /daughte r ' s  
teache r t o  complete a quest ionna i re describ ing my chi ld ' s  
beha v i o r  at s choo l . 
Name o f  Chi ld S ignature 
Relationship to Child 
Date 
Check to rece i ve one of the fol l owing booklets as a 
" thank-you " f o r  retu rnIng these mate r ia l s : 
1 .  How to Help Y o u r  Child Lea rn 
2 .  About Latchkey Ch i ld ren : T ips for  Work ing Parents 
3 .  Keeping Y o u r  C h i ld H ea lthy 
S 2  
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Table 6 
Pooled W i t h i n-G roup Corre l a t ions Among P red i ctor var i ables  
var i able I MM WTH D  D I ST GDST FRUSTOL HYP DVL ACH I S  
ACTOUT . 1 0 . 0 7  . 2 S * - . 2 1  - . 2 5 *  . 2 1 . 1 5 . 09 . 1 1  
I MM . 5 1  * . 0 5 - . 2 1  - . 0 1  - . 0 5 . 0 4 . 0 2 . 1 4 
WTHD - . 0 1  - . 3 0 * - . O S . 1 1  . 1 4 . 2 1 . 1 6 
D I ST - . 3 4 * - . 3 5 * . 2 3 *  . 1 4 . 1 3  - . 0 9 
GDST . 6 9 * - . 1 4 - . 3 3 *  - . 2 9 * - . O S 
FRUSTOL - . 09 - . 2 6 *  - . 2 3 *  - . 09 
HYP . 2 5 * . 34 * . 1 5 
DVL . S 6 * . 3 5 * 
ACH . 4 3 *  
Note . ACTOUT Act ing Out ,  I MM Imma t u r i ty ,  WTHD Wi t hd rawal , D I ST 
D i s t ra c t i b i l i ty , GDST = Good S tudent , FRUSTOL = Frustrat ion Tole rance , HYP = 
Hyperact i v i ty ,  DVL = Deve lopment , ACH = Ach ievement , I S  = I ntel lectual 
Screen ing . 
*E< · Ol . 
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Table 7 
Unstand a rd i z ed D i s c r iminant Funct ion Coeff i c i ents 
Va r iable FUNCTION FUNCTI ON 2 
I MM . 0 7 - . 0 1  
DIST  - . 0 2  . 0 5  
WTHD - . 0 3 . 0 0 
ACTOUT . 0 7 - . 02  
GDST - . 1 9 - 1  . 1 6 
FRU STOL - . 4 3 . 47 
HYP . 04 . 0 1  
DVL - . 0 6  • 1 1  
I S  - . 0 3  . 0 3 
ACH . 0 5 - . 1 0 
( CONSTANT ) -2 . 7 0  -2 . 2 3 
Note . ACTOUT Act ing Out , I MM = Imma t u r i t y ,  WTHD = 
withd rawa l , D I ST = D i st ract i b i l ity , GDST = Good Student , 
FRU STOL = Frustration  Tole rance , HYP = Hype ract i v i ty ,  
DVL = Devel opment , ACH = Achievement , I S  = I ntel lectua l 
Screen ing . 
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Table  8 
F i s che r ' s  L inea r D i s c r imi nant Funct ion Coef f ici ents 









I S  
ACH 
( CONSTANT ) 
AVERAGE 
. 60 
. 9 8 
. 2 8 
. 6 2  
1 5 . 4 2  
6 . 9 6  
. 1 7  
. 6 9  
• 1 6  
- . 1 2  
- 1 1 9 . 1 2  
POPULAR 
. 5 1  
. 9 9  
. 3 2 
. 6 2  
1 6 . 5 4  
6 . 9 9  
• 1 3  
. 7 0  
. 1 7  
- • 1 5  
- 1 1 8 . 09 
NEGLECTED 
. 4 9 
1 . 0 6  
. 32 
. 5 7  
1 4  . 8 9 
7 . 7 1  
. 1 4 
. 8 7  
. 2 1  
- . 2 8  
- 1 2 0 . 6 2 
REJECTED 
. 68 
. 9 8  
. 2 6 
. 7 8  
1 5 . 1 9 
6 . 2 9 
. 2 3 
. 6 3  
. 1 2  
- . 1 0  
- 1 2 6 . 9 9  
Note . ACTOUT = Act ing Out , I MM Imma t u r i ty , WTHD = 
W i thd rawa l ,  D I ST = D i s t ract i b i l ity , GDST = Good Student , 
FRU STOL = Frustration  Tole rance , HYP = Hype ract i vity , 
DVL = De velopment , ACH = Achievement , I S  = I ntel lectual  
Screen ing . 
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Pred ic ting Children 's  Soc iome tric S ta tus 
f rom Adu l t  Ra tings 
Robe r t  S .  Fa lk  and Arnold L. S tolberg 
V i rginia Commonwea l th Univers i ty 
This p roj e c t  was comple ted as a the s i s  req u i rement by the 
f i r s t  a u thor under the superv i s ion o f  the second a u thor .  Rep r int  
reque s t s  s hould be  addressed to  Robe r t  S .  Fa l k .  Ed . S . , Depa rtmen t 
o f  Psycholog y .  V i rginia Commonwea l th Un ivers i ty ,  806 Wes t Franklin  
S t . , R ichmond , VA  2 3284 
Runn ing hea d :  PREDICTING CH I LDREN' S SOCIOMETR IC  STATUS 
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Abs trac t 
The degree to which d iagno s t i c  ra tings gene ra ted by 
s ign i f icant  adul ts can be genera l i zed to the sociome t ric s ta tus o f  
chi ldren wa s inves tiga ted . Parent a n d  teacher ra tings were 
ga the red on 1 34 Popular , Average , Neglec ted , and Rejec ted chil dren 
taken f rom a large r  sample of 385 thi rd through f i f th grade 
c h i l d ren,  a l l  of whom had previously been ca tegorized 
soc i ome trica l l y .  Parents ra ted chi ldren wi th the Pe rsonali ty 
Inven tory for Child ren and teachers ra ted chi ldren w i th the Hea l th 
Resources I nven tory and the Wa lker Problem Behavior Iden t i fica t ion 
Check l i s t .  Two s ign i f ica n t  d isc ri minant func tions were found , the 
f i r s t  a ssoc ia ted wi th a c t ing-ou t and impul s ivi ty and the second 
a s socia ted wi th academic func t ioning and in te l lec tua l developmen t ,  
tha t toge ther accoun ted f o r  95%  o f  the be tween group va riance . 
The d i sc r i mina n t  func tions  gene ra ted were able to correctly  
clas s i fy 62%  o f  the sample , 48% wi th bias  removed through a 
" jackkn i fed" procedure . Find ings a re con s i s tent  w i th previous 
research on chi ldren ' s  soc i ome tric s ta tu s  and hold i mpl ica ti ons 
for the a ssess ment  of ind i vidua l  chi l d ren. 
8 7  
Pred ic ting Children's S ta tus 3 
P red i c t ing Children ' s  Soc iome tric S ta tus  
from  Adu l t  Ra tings 
Diagnos tic  and a djus t ive corre la tes of  soc ial  competence and 
peer-de termined soc ial  s ta tu s  have been inves tiga ted for at lea s t  
the pas t  ha l f-cen tury ( Asher & Hymel , 1 9 8 1 ) .  Problema tic pee r 
rela t i ons  in childhood have been a s socia ted wi th del inq uency , 
a rres t ,  and d ropp ing out  of school ( Jane s ,  Hesselbroc k ,  Mye r s ,  & 
Penn i man , 1 97 9 ) ,  con f inemen t and/or d i shonora ble d i scharge f rom 
the A rmed Force s ,  and a dul t psychos i s  ( R o f f ,  1 96 1 , 1 96 3 ) .  
Soc iome tric  ra Hngs by third grade peers ha ve been found to be 
be t ter p re d i c tors of a do lescen t and adul t psychia tric d i s turbance 
than s chool record s ,  teacher ra ting s ,  in tellec tual performance , 
and sel f-report  da ta ( Cowen , Pederson , Babigian , lzzo,  & Tros t ,  
1 97 3 ) .  
D iagno s t i c  ca tegoriza t ion has recently been obta i ned u s i ng 
peer nom i na tions of popula r i ty and rej ec tion (Coie , Dodge, & 
Cappo te l l i ,  1 982 ) .  Nomina ti on soci ome trics  have been used to 
iden t i fy f i ve groups of children : Popula r ,  Ave rage , Rejected , 
Neglec ted , and Con t rovers ia l .  S ign i f ican t  d i fferences exi s t  
be tween these sociome tric  ca tegories on beha viora l ,  socia l ,  and 
cogn i t i ve ind ice s  ( A s her & Whee ler,  1 985 ; Dodge,  Schlund t ,  
Schocken & De l ugach ,  1 98 3 ) .  For example,  whi le the soc ial  
approa ches o f  both  Rejec ted and  Negl ec ted chi ldren a re l i kely to 
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be rebuf fed by peers , Neglec ted chi ldren a re more l ikely to use a 
tac ti c  of wa i ting and hove ring a round the peer group to ga in en try 
than Rejec ted chi ldren .  Rejected chi ldren a re more aggres s i ve 
than the i r  Neglec ted , Average , or Popular pee rs and a re l i kely to 
use  a d i s ruptive tac tic  to ga i n  en try to a soc ial  a c t i v i ty ( Dodge , 
1 98 3 ;  Dodge e t  a l . , 1 98 3 ) .  They frequen tly ini tia te pro-soc ial  
i n te rac t i on s  during work period s ,  bu t i n i t ia te such  i n te rac t ions 
a t  a lower ra te than the i r  peers whi le on the playground .  
Asses smen t of soc i a l  compe tence and  sociome t ric s ta tus In  
e leme n ta ry school chi ldren may  have grea t u t i l i ty in des ign ing 
p re ven t i ve i n te rven t i on programs and In the de l i very o f  
trad i tiona l services when resources a re sca rce (Dodge , McClasky , & 
Feldman , 1 9 8 5 ) .  Knowledge of chi ldren ' s  sociome t r i c  s ta tus may 
he l p  ta rge t those mos t  in need of hel p .  Coi e  and Dodge ( 1 98 3 )  
n o ted tha t many programs ha ve been d i rected a t  both Rejected and 
Neglec ted chi ldren,  but long i tudinal  s tudy sugge s t s  tha t ,  wi thou t 
i n terven tion , Neglec ted chi l d ren move toward pos i ti ve soc ia l 
s ta tu s  s i mply  w i th the passage of time .  On the o ther hand , the 
Rejec ted c h i l d ' s  soc ial  d i ff icu l ties  sre pers i s te n t ,  con tinu ing 
s cross t i me and across soc ial  s e t tings (Coie & Dodge , 1 9 8 3 ;  Cole & 
Kupersmi d t ,  1 98 3 ) .  The chi ldren in this group appear to be s t  
mos t  r i sk  for fu ture soc i a l  rejec t ion and ma la djus tmen t and a re ,  
thu s ,  more a ppropria te targe ts for i n terven t ion . 
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The adva n tages of soc iome tric  ca tego riza tion a re usua lly  no t 
ava i lable  to the p rac tic ing c l i n i c ia n .  Lack of fam i l iari ty w i th 
the sociome tric  l i te ra ture ,  lack of compu ta tional fa c i l i ties , 
e thica l  concern s ,  and t ime cons tra i n ts may a l l  be fac tors 
m i t iga t i ng aga in s t  the u se of  soc iome tric asses sme n ts in 
day- to-da y  pra c t ice . Thu s ,  a l terna tive source s on which to ba se 
soc ia l ca tegoriza tions a re i mporta n t .  
Adu l t  ra t ings of  chi ldren may provide a u s e f u l  a l terna tive 
me thod of gene ra ting d iagnos t i c  i nforma tion ( French & liaa s ,  1 98 5 ) .  
Un fortuna te l y ,  the degree to which d iagnos t i c  ra t ings genera ted by 
pa rents  and tea chers may be gene ra l ized to the soc ial  compe tence 
of chi ldren is not known . Assump tions rega rd ing chi ldren' s  soc ial  
func tion ing ba sed on d iagnos tic  i n forma tion supp l ied by 
s i gn i f i ca n t  adu l ts may lack emp i r i cal suppo r t .  
The present  s tudy a t tempted t o  de termine the degree t o  which 
d iagnos tic  ra t ings genera ted by s i gn i f ica n t  adul ts can be 
genera l ized to the soc ia l compe tence of chi l d ren . The types o f  
ra t ings mos t i mpor tan t i n  p red ic  t ing soc iome t r i c  c a  tegories , the 
number of d i me n s i ons of the ra tings a long which the sociome tric 
groups re l iably  d i f f e r ,  and the ab i l i ty of  the adul t-genera ted 
ra t ings to pred i c t  chi l d ren's  soc iome tric group membe rship we re 
a l s o  inve s tiga ted . 
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Me thod 
Subj e c ts and Procedures 
Peer nomina t ion . A l l  chi ldren in the third , fourth ,  and 
f i f th grades of  two subu rban e leme n ta ry schoo l s  (� = 489)  who had 
g i ven  the i r  permfss i on and had re turned properly s i gned paren ta l 
perm i s s ion forms were included in this  in i t ial  componen t of the 
s tudy (� - 396 ,  8 1 % ) . Chi ldren pa r t i c i pa ted in peer nomina t ions 
conduc ted in 38 group s .  S tuden ts were a sked to nomi na te three 
gradema tes they ooespe c ia lly  l i ke to do things w i th" ( posi t i ve 
nomina t lon )  and three g radema tes they oodon ' t l ike to do things 
wi thoo ( ne ga t i ve nomi na t i on )  on typed grade level ros ters . 
Soc iome tric  ca tegor i za tion.  To ta l  same-sex pos i t ive and 
nega t i ve scores were ca lcula ted for each chi l d .  Nomina tions for 
the pos i t i ve cri teria and the nega t ive cri teria were summed to 
obta i n  an i mpa c t  score . Ca tegoriza tion of  subj ec ts on a 
grade-by-grade ba s i s  to one o f  five Independen t and exha us t i ve 
groups was accomp l i s hed by Newcomb and Bukowski ' s  ( 1 98 3 )  
p rocedure , which uses a soc iome tric  model  ba sed o n  probabi l i ty 
theory and p rovides a con s ta n t  fra me of refe rence across soc ia l 
ne tworks .  B inomia l p robabi l i ty d i s tribu t ions were derived for 
each grade s i z e .  A c r i terion probabi l i ty leve l  of  . 1  wa s used to 
d e termine rare score s .  
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Three hund red and e i ghty-five s tudents were ass igned to one 
of  f i ve poss i ble soci ome tric groups by the fol lowing cri teria 
( e le ven  subj e c ts were removed from the sample because of clerica l  
e rrors i n  p repara t ion o f  the nomina t ion ros ters ) :  ( a )  Popula r 
children rece i ved a ra re pos i tive score and a nega tive score below 
the mea n ;  ( b )  Ave rage c hi ldren  rece ived a chance i mpa c t  score and 
less than ra re pos i ti ve and nega t i ve score s ;  ( c )  Con t rove r s i a l  
c h i l d ren  rece i ved a ra re pos i t ive and/or nega tive score and , i f  
o n l y  one score wa s ra re , a score a t  or above the mean o n  the o ther 
d i mens ion ; (d ) "Neglec ted children rece ived a lowe r than chance 
impa c t  score;  ( e )  Rejected chi ld ren rece i ved a rare nega t i ve score 
a nd a pos i ti ve score bel ow the mean . Selec tion to a soc iome tric  
s ta tus  group wa s made i ndependen tly of  a child's  gender and  race . 
The numbe r of subj ec ts in each group and the i r  propo r t ion re lat ive 
to the en t i re sample a re repor ted in Ta ble I ,  S tep I .  
Insert  Ta ble 1 abou t here 
Subj e c t s  we re a s s igned numbers and 1 20  children were randomly 
selected for the s tudy us i ng a ta ble of  random numbers . To insure 
tha t more ca ses than va riables were included in every cell  
( Tabachn ick & Fide l l , 1 98 3 ) ,  random a s s ignmen t to  the s tudy 
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con t inued un t i l  ea ch soc iome tric group had 39 s tudents or the 
sample f rom tha t group wa s exhaus ted ( Table I ,  S tep II ) .  
Ad u l t  ra t Ing.  Pa ren ts were con tac ted by a l e t ter  sent home 
w i th the i r  child  and a sked to comple te the shor t form of the 
Persona l i ty I nven tory for Chi ldren ( PIC )  ( Lacha r ,  1 982 ) .  Pa rents  
were a lso a sked for the i r  permiss ion to  ga ther ra tings from the 
child's  teache r .  Fol lowing rece i p t  o f  the comple ted PICs and 
pa ren t permI s s i on for teacher ra t Ings (� = 1 4 5 , Table I ,  S tep 
I I I ) ,  the teachers of  s tudents In the s tudy comp l e ted the Wa lker 
P roblem BehavIor  I den t I f ica tI on Check l i s t  ( WPBI C)  ( Walker ,  1 9 8 3 )  
a n d  the Hea l th Resou rces Inven tory (HRI )  (Ge s ten , 1 9 7 6 ) .  
Subjec ts for S ta ti s tical Ana l ys i s .  Va l I d I ty sca les  were used 
to sc reen ou t possibl y  Inva l I d  PIC pro f I l e s  f rom pa ren t s .  
CrI teria f o r  exc l u s i on inc luded a Lie  (L )  Sca le grea ter than 8 0  
T-Score poin t s ,  an F Sca le grea ter t ha n  1 00 T-Score poi n t s ,  and a 
Defens ivenes s  ( DEF) Sca le  grea ter than 80 T-Score poIn ts . The 
Con t roversial  group was dele ted from the s tudy beca use an 
ins u f f i c ient  number of subj e c ts (� = 8) were ava I lable for 
subsequen t s ta ti s t i ca l  ana l ys i s .  The to ta l N used for s ta t i s tical 
ana lys i s  wa s 1 34 ( Table  I ,  S tep IV ) .  
The Ave ra ge group was composed of  2 5  ma les  and 18 fema l e s ;  
s i x  were black c h i ld ren and 37 were whi te . The Popu lar group 
con ta ined 15 ma les and 16 fema l e s ;  a l l  chi ldren in  this group were 
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whi te . The Neglec ted group was composed o f  1 6  ma les and 1 3  
fema le s ;  2 5  were whi te chi ldren , two were black chi ld ren , one wa s 
an As ian chi l d ,  and one was an Indian chi ld . Thi r teen ma les and 
18 fema les  made up the Rejec ted group ;  29  were whi te chi ldren and 
two were b lack children . 
I n s  trumen ts 
Ins trumen ts were chosen to a s sess ind i ca tors of pa thology and 
compe tence though t to be rela ted to sociome tric  s ta tu s .  
Persona l i ty I nven tory f o r  Chi ldren (PI C ) .  The P I C  ( W i r t ,  
La cha r ,  Kl inedins�,  & Sea t ,  1 9 7 7 ) i s  an empi rica l ly and ra tiona lly  
con s truc ted ins trumen t designed to  be  comple ted by  the chi l d ' s  
mother or  o ther source close t o  the subject  s ince ea rly chi ldhood . 
I t  has been shown to be a b le to p red i c t  observa t ions of teachers 
and c l i n i c ians , chi ld performance on abi l i ty and achieveme n t  
measure s ,  and fu ture child  s ta tus ( Lac ha r ,  Gdowsk i ,  & Snyd e r ,  
1 98 5 ) .  The Revised Forma t ,  Pa r ts & I I  (Lacha r ,  1 982 ) was used 
in this s tudy . This  280 true-fa l se i tem inven tory y ields normed 
scores on three va l i d i ty sca l e s ,  one screening sca l e  ( Adj u s tmen t ,  
ADJ ) ,  1 2  c l i n i ca l  s ca le s ,  and four broad-band fac tor sca les . 
Accep table  i n terna l con s i s tency and tes t-re tes t  re l iabi l i ty ha s  
been repor ted f o r  the Revised Forma t sca l e s  ( Lacha r ,  1 982 ) .  The 
12 c l i n ical  s cales  were u sed in this  s tudy .  The va l i d i ty sca les 
we re used to sc reen ou t pos s i bly inva l id pro f i l e s  ( see Subj e c ts ) .  
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Wa lke r P roblem Behavior Iden t i fi ca tion Check l i s t  (WPBIC) . 
The WP BIC  (Wa lker , 1 9 8 3 )  cons i s ts of 50 behaviora l descri ptors 
which a re c i rcled by a child's  tea cher if they have been obse rved 
du r i ng the previous two mon ths . Spl i t-ha l f  rel iab i l i ty of  the 
t o ta l  checkl i s t  has been repor ted as . 98 and sa t i s fa c to ry 
tes t-re tes t re l ia b i l i ty has been demon s tra ted (Wa lke r ,  1 98 3 ) .  
Fac tor-ana l y t i ca l ly derived c l u s ters make up the five subsca les of 
the WPBIC :  Ac t ing-ou t ,  W i thd rawa l ,  Dis trac t i b i l i ty ,  Dis turbed 
Peer Rela tions , and I mma tur i ty .  S tudies of  the WPBI C's  con ten t ,  
c r i te r i on , con s t ruc t ,  fac toria l ,  and i tem va l i d i ty a re revi ewed by 
Walker ( 1 98 3 ) .  Normed subsca le scores were used in this  s tudy.  
Hea l th Resources I nven tory ( HR I ) . The HRI (Ge s ten , 1 9 7 6 )  i s  
a 5 4  i tem i nven tory designed t o  a s sess  compe tence be havior s .  
Tea chers ra te HRI I tems on 5 po i n t  sca l e s .  The HRI di scrimina tes 
be tween c l i n ical ly d i s tu rbed and norma l chi ldren , and 
d i s tingui shes leve l s  of  compe tence wi thin a norma tive sample 
(Ge s te n ,  1 97 6 ) .  Fac tor  ana ly s i s  of the HRI has y ielded fi ve 
fa c tors : Good S tuden t ,  Ada p tive Asser tivene s s , Peer Sociabi l i ty ,  
Fol l ows Rule s ,  and Frus tra tion Tole ra nce , i n  add i tion to a sum HRI 
score . Raw scores for the f i ve prosoc i a l  fa c tors were used in 
this s tudy . Tes t-retes t re l iab i l i ty for the fac tor sca les ranges 
be tween . 7 2  and . 9 1  (Ges ten , 197 6 ) .  
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Res u l t s  
Da ta were ana lyzed i n  three s tage s .  I n  the pre l imina ry s tep,  
two s e ts of  HANOVA's  were ca l cu la ted . The f i r s t  used sociome tric 
ca tegory and sex a s  the independen t va riable s ,  w i th the P I C ,  
WPBIC ,  a n d  H R I  sca les  serving a s  dependen t  va riable s .  The second 
used ca tegory and grade as the independen t va riables and the 
ra ting scales  as the dependent  va r iable s .  This wa s done to 
i nves t iga te the e f fects  of  sex ,  grade , and the i n terac ti on of  sex 
and grade wi th sociome tric  ca tegory .on the ra ting sca le scores , 
and to e va l ua te the need for the i r  inclus ion as independent 
va r iables in the second s tage of da ta ana lys i s .  I n  the second 
s tage , a d i scrimina n t  func tion ana l y s i s  wa s ca lcula ted to pred i c t  
soc iome tric  group membership w i th the pa ren t and teache r  ra tings . 
F i na l l y ,  bias  in the cla s s i f ica t ion resul ts wa s e l i mina ted by a 
jackkn i fed c l a s s i f ica tion scheme . 
Nei ther the WPBIC nor HRI HANOVA yielded s i gn i f i ca n t  ma in 
e ffec ts for sex or  for the i n te rac t ion be tween sex and ca tegory .  
T he sole s ign i f ica n t  effect  u s ing the PIC  sca les wa s a ma in e ffec t 
for sex o f  child  (!( 1 2 , 1 1 4 )  - 2 . 20 ,  £< . 05 ) .  One-way anal yses of  
va r iance run  subsequen t to the HANOVA found a s ignificant  ma in 
e ffec t for sex o f  chi ld  on the I n te l lec tua l Screen ing sca l e  ( I S )  
(!( 1 , 1 2 5 )  - 1 3 .09 , £< . 0 1 ) The mean I S  score wa s 57 . 1 5  for ma les , 
4 9 . 09 for fema l e s ,  and 5 3 . 2 1  for the en t i re popula tion . Beca use 
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the scores on ps ren t  and teache r ra t ing scales , e xcep t  for I S ,  did  
n o t  va ry sys tema tica l ly a s  a res u l t  of  grade or sex the scores 
were col lapsed a c ross grade and sex for subsequen t analy s i s .  
Sociome tric  group membership was pred ic ted f rom pa ren t and 
teacher ra t ings by the ca lcula t ion of a d i scriminan t func tion 
a na ly s i s .  G roups were Average ,  Popula r ,  Neglec ted , and Rejected 
chi ldren.  Pred ic tor va riables included the PIC c l i n ical sca l es , 
WPBI C  fac tor sca le s ,  and the HRI fa c tor scores . Mean p red ic tor 
va riable  va lues  for the four soc iome tric groups were inserted for 
m i s s ing da ta (Tabachnick & Fide l l , 1 98 3 ) . Because no s trong a 
priori  rea son exi s ted for orde ring the entry of va riable s ,  a 
s tepw i s e  d i scri mina n t  func t ion ana l y s i s  wa s used . Variables were 
en tered one va r iable a t  a t i me accord ing to the i r  minimiza t ion of 
the overa l l  W i lks' lambda . M i n i mum F to enter and ma ximum F to 
remove wa s 1 .  M i n imum tolerance level wa s . 00 1 . 
The soc iome tric  groups were found to re l iably d i ffer a long 
two d i mensions� Three d i s c r imina n t  func tions were calcula ted , 
"'hit.. 
w i th a combined )(2( 30 ,  N - 1 34 )  = 1 2 1 . 36 ,  £< . 0 1 . A f te r  removal 
of the f i rs t  func t i on ,  the re was s t i l l  s ign i f ican t d i scrimi na ting 
powe r ,  �2 ( 18 ,  N - 1 34 )  - 33 . 899 , £< . 0 5 . A f ter remova l of the 
second func t ion , however ,  d i scrimina t ion power wa s 
non- s i gn i f ican t ,  )(2 ( 8 ,  N = 1 34 )  - 8 . 1 4 28 .  The two signi ficant 
d i sc rimina n t  func tions sccoun ted for 77% and 18% of  the be tween 
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group va riabi l i ty respec t i vely .  As s hown by the group centroids 
in F igure I ,  The f i rs t d i scriminan t func tion ma xima l ly separa ted 
Rej e c ted children ( Func ti on I )  f rom Neglected chi ldren . The 
second func t ion ma x i ma l l y  d i s crimina ted Popular from Negl ec ted 
chi l d ren ( Func tion 2 ) .  
Insert  Figure I a bou t here 
A l oad ing ma trix  of corre la tions be tween pred ic tor va riables 
and d i scr imina n t  func tions , as seen in Table 2,  suggests  tha t the 
prima ry va riable in d i s t ingu ishing be tween Rej e c ted and 
Neglec ted/ Popular s tuden ts ( Func tion I )  is Act ing-ou t ( ACTOUT) .  
A l so con t ribu t ing to d iscrimina tion be tween the Rej e c ted and 
Neglec ted/Popul a r  s tuden ts were Imma turi ty ( IMM ) ,  Hyperactivi ty 
( HYP) and Frus t ra tion Tolerance ( FRUSTOL ) .  Loadings less  than . 40 
on the correla t ion ma trix  a re no t con s idered for in terpre ta t i on . 
Mea n p red ic tor va riable scores for each soc iome tric group a re 
presen ted in Table 3 .  
Inse r t  Ta ble 2 a bou t here 
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Insert  Table 3 abou t here 
The va riables Ac t ing o u t  ( ACTOUT) ,  !( l ,  1 30 )  = 1 6 . 06 , and 
Hypera c tivi ty ( HYP ) , !( J ,  1 30 )  = 1 0 . 5 3 ,  sign i fican tly sepa ra ted 
Rej e c ted children f rom the o the r three gro�p� , a f ter adj us tment  
G>\J.I..) 
for a l l  o ther va riables and keeping overa li <X ( , 05 for the 1 0  
va riable s .  
The prima ry va riable d i s tingui shi�g be tween Neglec ted 
children and Popular  chi ldren sugges ted by the load ing ma trix of 
correla tions for Func tion 2 ( Table 2 )  wa s the HRI fac tor Good 
S tuden t (GDST) . O the r sca les contributing to the d is c rimina tion 
of Popular f rom Neglec ted chi ldren incl uded D i s trac t ib i l i ty (DIST) 
and Development  ( DVL ) .  
Deve lopmen t ( DVL) , !( I ,  1 30 )  = 1 1 . 4 6 ,  and Achievemen t ( ACH ) , 
!( l ,  1 30 ) - 8 . 86 , s ign i f ica n t l y  separa ted the Neglec ted children 
from the o the r three groups a f ter a l l  va riables were adj us ted for 
each o ther and the Type I error ra te was adj u s ted for the numbe r 
of p red i c tor va riabl e s .  
Children i n  the s tudy were c la s s i f ied into groups ba sed on 
the model  genera ted by the s tep-wise d isc riminan t func tion 
ana l y s i s  ( un s tanda rd i zed d i scrimina n t  func tion coe f ficients and 
Fischer ' s  class ifi ca t ion coe f ficients a re p resen ted in Ta bles 4 
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and 5 ) .  S ix ty- two percen t o f  the children were cla s s i f ied 
correc tly ( The chance ra te of corre c t  clas s i f ica t ion was 25 % . ) .  
The analysis  was mos t succes s fu l  i n  clas s i fy ing  Popu lar ch i l dren 
( 7 7 %  correc t ly class i f ied ) ,  fol lowed by the Rejected ( 68% 
correc tly  c l a s s i f ied ) and Negle c ted ( 62% corre c tl y  c la s s i fied ) 
groups . Clea r l y ,  the model was lea s t  succe s s ful  in c l a s s i fying 
the Average chi l d re n ,  w i th a 4 7 %  corre c t  cla s s i fica t ion ra te . 
Insert  Table 4 a bou t here 
Insert  Table 5 abou t here 
C la s s i f i ca t ion resul ts ba sed on the same ca ses used in 
deve loping the classi f ica tion equa t ions , as repor ted above , a re 
biased . This bias i s  e l imina ted by a ja ckkn i fed cla s s i fica t ion 
scheme in which a l l  va riables a re forced i n to the ana l y s i s  and 
each case is class i f ied on the ba s i s of equa ti ons developed f rom 
a l l  da ta e xce p t  the case being class i f ied ( 1-achenbruch & Hickey ,  
1 968 ; Taba chn i ck & Fide l l ,  1 98 3 ) .  Us ing jackkni fed 
c l a s s i f i ca tion , 48% of  a l l  chi l d ren were correctly  c la s s i f ied . 
Aga i n ,  the model was mos t  successful  in classi fy i ng Popular 
c h i l d ren , w i th a 61% correc t c l a s s i f ica t ion ra te . F i f ty-e ight 
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percen t o f  the Rej e c ted children , 4 8 %  o f  the Neglec ted , and 28% o f  
the Average were correc tly class i f ied w i th the jackkn i fed 
class i f ica t ion scheme . 
D i scuss ion 
Behaviora l  ra tings by signi ficant ad u l ts can be genera l i zed 
to the soc ia l compe tence of chi ld ren . The or thogonal d imens ions 
found in  this s tudy s ign i f i can tly enhance d i sc ri mina tion be tween 
Rej e c ted , Neglec ted , Average , and Popu lar  chi ldren and can be 
in terpre ted in such a way as to concep tua l i z e  the p lacement o f  the 
groups wi th  respe c t  to the d i s c rimina n t  func tion s .  An 
unde rs tanding of these d imens ions may guide cl inicians in 
a l loca ting resources to those children mos t  in  need of services . 
The f i r s t  func tion found in this s tudy is mos t  e f fective in  
d i scri mina ting Rejected chi ld ren f rom o ther sociome tric  group s .  
The highe s t  load ing va riable o n  t h i s  d i mens ion I s  a teacher-ra ted 
sca le ( ACTOUT) f rom the WP BIC whi ch Includes I tems such a s  
" becomes hys terica l ,  ups e t  or angry when things do not  g o  his/her 
way ·· , "open l y  s trikes back wi th angry behavior to tea s ing o f  other 
children " , and " complains abou t o ther ' s  unfa i rness and/or 
d i scrimina tion towa rds him/her·· ( Wa lker ,  1 983 ) . Rej e c ted chi ldren 
were ra ted by tea chers in  this s tudy a s  d i splaying more ac ting out  
behavior than Neglected and  Popular peers (� & 60 . 7 1 , 4 7 . 4 5 ,  and 
4 7 . 2 3 ,  respec tivel y ) , and by teache r s ,  paren ts , and peers in o ther 
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s tudies  a s  exhib i t ing more unde s i rable behavior than Neglec ted or 
Popu lar  chi ld ren (Carl son , La hey,  & Neepe r ,  1984 ; French & �aa s ,  
1 985 ; V i r tue & Frenc h ,  1 984 ) .  Pa ren t and teacher ra t ings load ing 
highly on Func tion 1 in  this s tudy sugge s t  tha t Rej ec ted chi ldren 
a re c ha rac terized by poo r a t ten ti on and concen tra t ion , 
i mpu l s ivi ty ,  emo tiona l labi l i ty ,  ove ra c t i v l ty ,  in terpersona l 
hos t i l i ty ,  and non-comp l iance . 
Func t ion 2 ,  mos t  useful  in d i scrimina ting the Negl e c ted from 
the Popular  chi l d ren , involves adu l t  ra tings of  child ren ' s  
a cademic performa nce , level of  cogn i t i ve func tioning ,  mo tor 
devel opmen t ,  and coordina t i on . The highe s t  load ing sca le on 
Func t ion 2 ,  GDST , includes i tems re la ted to e ffec tive academic 
performance ( e . g . , " i s  good in  a r i thme tic" ; " i s  good in read ing" ) 
(Ges ten , 1 9 7 6 ) .  As a group ,  Neglected chi ld ren a re seen by the i r  
teac hers as  doing l e s s  we l l  academica l ly than Popu lar chi ld ren . 
Ano ther highly load ing teacher sca le (DIST)  con tains i tems re la ted 
to impu l s i vi ty ,  poor a t te n tion and concen tra tion , and 
overac t ivi ty ,  and a l so reflec ts poor academic performance ( e . g . , 
"does not  comple te ta sks a t temp ted " ;  "underachieving:  per forms 
be low hi s/her demons t ra ted abi l i ty leve l "  ) ( �a lke r ,  1 98 3 ) . The 
pa re n t  sca l e  DVL may be broken down i n to 1 0  i tem group ings , wi th 
the major i ty of va r iance accoun ted for by i tems concerning 
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i mma ture motor development  and academic fa i lure ( 5 1 %  and 1 6% ,  
respec t i vely )  ( W i r t ,  e t  a l . ,  1 9 7 7 ) .  
Academ i c  or  mo toric de f i c i ts severe �nough to req u i re spec ial  
educa tion or  the d iagnos is  of  Spec i f i c  Deve lopmenta l  Di sorder were 
not  ind ica ted foe Neglec ted chi ldren as a group ( see pred i c tor 
va riable means on Ta ble 3 ) .  Howeve r ,  the academic/deve lopmen ta l 
d i f f icul ties reflec ted in Func t i on 2 a re s i gni ficant and accoun t 
for  1 8 %  o f  the be tween group va r iab i l i ty .  Children who a re a t  a 
s l ight  mo tori c ,  cogni t i ve ,  and/or academic d i sadvan tage compared 
to the i r  pee rs "may be chosen in freq uen tly for pos i tive nomina tion 
bu t not exhi bi t the behaviora l d i f f icu l t ies tha t would res u l t  in 
high numbers of  nega t i ve nomina t ions ( Carlson , et a l . ,  1 984 ; 
G reen , Forehand , Beck , & Vosk , 1 980) . 
Teacher and parent ra tings of chi ldren a re mOde ra tely 
accura te in  the pred i c t ion o f  soc iome tric  s ta tus , pa r t icula r ly for 
Rejec ted and Popular  c h i ldren . Thus , the po ten tial  c l i n ica l 
u t i l i ty o f  this  p rocedure for chi l d ren a t  r isk i s  grea t .  Two 
eas i ly ca lcu la ted me thods for conver t ing adu l t  ra t ings i n to 
p red i c ted group membership  a re ava i lable .  Scores may be 
d e te rmined for Func tion 1 and Func tion 2 us ing uns tandard l zed 
d i scriminan t func t ion coe ff ic ien ts (Table 4 )  and plo t ted on the 
terri tor i a l  map ( Fi gu re 1 ) .  A l terna tive l y ,  four Fischer's  l i nea r 
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d i s c riminan t func tions may b e  ca l cula ted ( Table 5 ) ,  the highe s t  o f  
which ind ica tes group membe rship.  
If  the ta sk o f  the curren t procedure i s  taken a s  correctly  
iden t i fy i ng sociome trica l ly  Rejected chi ldren f rom adul t ra tings , 
a high ra te of va l i d  nega tives (88 . 3% )  i s  found , w i th modera te 
ra tes of va l i d  pos i t i ves ( 5 7 . 5% )  and fa lse nega tives ( 4 2 . 5% ) .  
Onl y  1 1 . 7 %  o f  children ac tua l l y  cla s s i f ied a s  Average , Popula r ,  or 
Neglec ted by the i r  peer nomina tions were miscla s s i f ied a s  Re jec ted 
( fa l se pos i t ive s )  a f te r  bias wa s remov�d through the jackkni fed 
c la s s i fica t ion procedure . 
Me thodo logica l Problems in Soci ome tric Resea rch and D i rec tions for 
Fu ture Resea rch 
The me thodo logy used to form sociome tric  groups l i mi ts this 
s tudy and o thers involving similar  soc iome t ric ca tegor iza tion 
scheme s .  Soci ome tric  groupings are typica l l y  de termined ba sed on 
a two-dimens iona l ca tegor iza tion scheme formed by soc ia l 
p re fe rence and social  impa c t  va riables ( Coie , e t  a l . ,  1 982 ) .  
I mpa c t  and preference scores a re s tanda rd i zed and cri terion scores 
on these d imension s  a re chosen a rb i t ra r i l y  so  tha t  sociome tric  
group a s s i gnme n ts may be  made . Rel iance on s tanda rdized scores 
c rea tes an a ppea rance of  s i mi la r i ty tha t may no t exi s t  across 
d i verse soc i a l  ne twork s .  Soc ial ne tworks d i ffer in s i z e ,  s e t ting , 
and va ria ti on in acceptance and rejection . Howeve r ,  the use of  
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s tsnda rdized scores would  resu l t  in spproxima tely equa l 
percentages of chi ldren fa l l ing  in soc i ome tric groups rega rdless  
o f  the spe c i f i c  c ha rac te r i s t i c s  of  the  soc i a l  ne twork being 
cons idered ( Newcomb & Bukowsk i ,  1983 ) .  The use o f  Newcomb and 
Bukowsk i ' s  ( 1 983 ) binomial  proba bi l i ty me thod obvia tes these 
d i f f icul ties  by providing a cons ta n t  f rame of  re ference across 
social ne tworks . 
Rega rd less  of the me thod used , arbi tra ry cut-off po i n ts a re 
chosen to a l l ow sociome tric  c l a s s i f i ca t ion . The use of d i f ferent  
c r i terion leve l S  for c la s s i f i ca tion purposes in d i fferen t s tudies 
reduces the genera l izabi l i ty of  resu l ts .  Also,  when us ing 
a rb i tra ry c u t-offs , one runs the risk of  cla s s i fy ing ind i vidua l s  
w i th e ssen t ially  s i m i l a r  scores i n to two d i f fe ren t group s ,  a n d  of  
claSSi fy ing individua l s  whose scores a re q u i te d i ss i m i la r  i n to the 
same group . A child  who recei ves , for example , two pos i t ive 
nomina t ions snd seven nega t i ve nomi na t ions from a group of 38 
c h i l d ren may be very d i f feren t f rom a child who recei ves no 
pos i t i ve nomi na t i ons  and 15 nega t ive nomina tions from the same 
group . However ,  they would mos t  l ikely bo th be clas s i f ied a s  
"Rejec ted . "  
The forma t i on o f  soc i ome tric  ca tegories , whi le he lpful f rom a 
concep tua l s ta ndpo i n t ,  i s  decep tive .  New da ta is be ing crea ted , 
a nd researchers a re no t inve s t iga ti ng the da ta provi ded ( i . e . :  
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runn ing ana lyses on d iscrete sociome tric groups ra the r than the 
con t inuous da ta p rovi ded by the pos i t i ve and nega t i ve 
nomina t ions ) . This approa ch may be expec ted to red uce the 
associa t ion be tween resea rch va riables and sociome tric  va riables , 
resul ting in a loss of i nforma tion . These r i sk s ,  clearly 
appl i cable to sociome tric  s tudies , sugge s t  impor tan t a reas for 
fu ture resea rch .  
Emp i r i ca l  de termina t ions of  the re la tions hips be tween 
con t inuous sociome tric  da ta and concurren t and longi tud ina l 
behavioral  da ta '-would  a l low for ac tuarial  predic t ion ( Sines , 
1964 ) .  By emphas iz ing the ou tcomes rela ted to sociome tric da ta ,  
resea rchers would  be in  a pos i tion t o  assess the u t i l i ty o f  
c u t ting-scores in  sociome tric  class i f i ca t ion sys tems (Wiggins , 
1 9 7 3 ) . Arbi t ra ry cri terion scores could be replaced by scores 
tha t would maximize d i sc rimina t i ve eff icacy , whi le ma i n taini ng the 
concep tua l s trength of soc i ome tric  ca tegor i za t ion . 
1 0 6  
P redic ti ng Chi ld ren' s S ta tus 22 
References 
Ashe r ,  S .  R . ,  & Hyme l ,  S .  ( 1 981 ) .  Chi ldren's  soc ial  competence in 
peer rela tion s :  Sociome tric  and behaviora l  � sses smen t .  I n  J .  
D .  W ine and M .  D .  Smye ( Ed s . ) ,  Social  competence ( pp .  1 2 5 - 1 57 ) .  
New York: G u i l ford . 
Ashe r ,  S .  R . ,  & Wheel e r ,  V .  A .  ( 1 985 ) . Chi ldren ' s  lone l iness : A 
compa r i son of rej ec ted and neglec ted peer s ta tu s .  Journal of  
Con su l t ing and C l i n i ca l  Psychology, �, 500-505 . 
Ca r lson , C .  L . , Lahey , 8 .  B . , & Neepe r ,  R .  ( 1 984 ) .  Peer 
a s ses smen t of  the soc ial  behavior of  accep ted , rejec ted , and 
neglec ted chi ldren . Jou rna l of  Abnorma l Chi ld Psychology ,  � ,  
189- 1 9 8 .  
Co ie , J .  D . ,  & Dodge , K .  A .  ( 1 983 ) .  Con tinui t ies  and changes in 
c h i ld ren ' s  soc i a l  s ta tu s :  A f i ve-yea r long long i tud ina l  s tudy .  
Merri l l-Pa lmer Qua r terly ,  29 , 2 6 1 -282 . 
Coie , J .  D . , Dodge , K .  A . ,  & Coppo te l l i ,  H .  ( 1 982 ) .  D imen sions 
and types of  soc ial  s ta tu s :  A cross-age perspective .  
Deve l opmen ta l Psychology, �, 557-57 0 .  
Coie , J .  D . ,  & Kupersmid t ,  J .  B .  ( 1 98 3 ) .  A behaviora l  ana l y s i s  o f  
eme rging soc ial  s ta tus  in  boys' group s .  Chi ld Developmen t ,  � ,  
1400- 1 4 1 6 .  
1 07 
Pred ic ting Chi l d ren ' s  S ta tu s  23  
Cowen , E .  L . , Pederson , A . , Babigian , M . , I z zo ,  L .  D .  & Tros t ,  M .  
A .  ( 1 97 3 ) . Long-term follow-up of  ea rly de tec ted vulnerable 
c h i l d ren . Journa l o f  Consul t ing and C l in i ca l  Psychology ,  �, 
4 38-4 3 6 .  
Dodge , K .  A .  ( 1 983 ) . Behaviora l  an teceden ts of  peer soc i a l  
s ta tu s .  Chi ld Developmen t ,  1i, 1 386- 1 399 . 
Dodge , K .  A . , McClaskey , C . L . , & Fe ldman , E .  ( 1 985 ) .  S i tua tiona l 
approach to the a s ses smen t of soc ial  compe tence in chi ldren . 
Journa l of Consul t ing  and Cl in ica l Psychology , �, 344-35 3 . 
Dodge , K .  A . , Schlund t ,  D .  C . , Schocken , I . ,  & Delugach , J .  D .  
( 1 98 3 ) . Soci a l  compe tence and chi ldren's  soc iome tric s ta tu s :  
The role of  peer group en t ry s tra teg i e s .  Me r r i l l-Pa l mer 
Qua r te r l y ,  l!, 308-336 . 
Frenc h ,  D .  C . ,  & Waa s ,  G .  A .  ( 1 985 ) .  Behavior problems o f  
peer-neglec ted a n d  pee r-re.1ec  ted elemen ta ry-age children:  
Pa ren t and tea cher perspe c t i ves . Chi ld Developmen t ,  �, 
246-252 . 
Ges ten , E .  L .  ( 1 97 6 ) . A Hea l th Resources I nven tory: The 
deve lopmen t o f  a mea su re of the personal and soc ial  compe tence 
of prima ry grade children . Journa l of Consul ting and Clinica l  
Psycholo.gy, 44 , 7 7 5-786 . 
1 0 8  
Pred ic ting Chi ldren's S ta tus 24 
G reen , K .  D . ,  Forehand ,  R . , Beck , S . J . , & Vosk , B .  ( 1 980 ) .  An 
a s sessmen t of the rela tionship among mea sures of chi ldren's 
soc i a l  compe tence and chi ldren ' s  academic achievemen t .  Chi ld 
Deve l opmen t ,  1!, 1 1 49- 1 1 5 6 
� 
Jane s ,  C .  L . , Hesselbroc k ,  V .  H . , Hyers , D .  G . ,  and Penn ima n ,  J .  
H .  ( 1 9 7 9 ) .  Problem boys i n  young adul thood : Tea chers' ra tings 
and twelve yea r follow-up . Journal o f  You th and Adole scence , 
�, 4 5 3-47 2 .  
La c ha r ,  D .  ( 1 982 ) .  Persona l i ty Inven tory for Children (PIC)  
revi sed forma t 'manua I s upple men t .  Los Angeles : Wes tern 
Psychologica l Service s .  
Lacha r ,  D . , Gdowsk i , C .  L . , & Snyde r ,  D .  K .  ( 1 985 ) .  Con s i s tency 
of ma terna l repor t and the Persona l i ty Inven tory for Children :  
A lways useful  and some ti mes s u f f icient-reply to  Corne l l .  
Journa l of  Consu l t ing and C l i nical  Psychology , 5 3 ,  2 7 5-27 6 .  
La chenbruc h ,  P .  A . , & Hickey , H .  R .  ( 1 968 ) .  Es tima t ion o f  error 
ra tes i n  d i scrimi nan t analys i s .  Technome tri cs , !Q, I - I I .  
Newcomb , A .  F . , & Bukowsk i ,  W .  H .  ( 1 98 3 ) .  Soc ial  impac t and 
soc ial  pre ference as de termina n ts o f  chi ldren' s peer group 
s ta tus . Deve lopmen ta l Psychology ,  � ,  8 56-867 . 
Rof f ,  H .  ( 1 9 6 1 ) .  Childhood soc ial  i n terac t ion and young adu l t  bad 
conduc t .  Journa l of Abnorma l and Social  Psychology ,  �, 
3 33-337 . 
1 09 
Pred ic t ing Chi ldren' s S ta tus 25  
Ro f f ,  M .  ( 1 963 ) .  Childhood soc ial  i n terac t ion and  young adul t 
psychos i s .  Journa l o f  Cl in ica l  Psychology ,  �, 1 5 2-1 5 7 . 
S ines , J .  O .  ( 1 964 ) .  Ac tua r ia l  me thods as approp ria te s tra tegy 
for the va l ida tion o f  d iagnos tic  tes ts . Psychologica l Review, 
Zl, 5 1 7-5 2 3 .  
Ta ba chnick , B .  G . ,  & Fide l l ,  L .  S .  ( 1 98 3 ) . Us ing mul tivaria te 
s ta t i s t ic s .  New York : Harpe r & Row. 
V i r tue , M .  S . ,  & French,  D. C. ( 1 984 ) .  Peer and tea cher ra tings 
o f  soc i a l l y  neglec ted and rejec ted four th- and f i f th-grade 
boy s .  Jou rna l of Appl ied Deve lopmen ta l  Psychology ,  1 ,  1 3-22 . 
Wa lke r ,  H .  M .  ( 1 983 ) .  Walker Problem Behavior I den t i f ica tion 
Check l i s t  manua l .  Los Angeles : Wes tern Psycholog ical Services . 
Wiggin s ,  J .  S .  ( 1 97 3 ) . Persona l i ty and pred ic ti on : Principles  of 
persona l i ty a s sessmen t .  Reading,  MA : Addi son-Wesley .  
W i r t ,  R .  D . , Lacha r ,  D . , K l inedins t ,  J .  K . ,  & Sea t ,  P .  D .  ( 1 977 ) .  
M u l t i d i mensiona l desc r i p t i on o f  child persona l i ty: A manual for 
the Persona l i ty Inven tory for Chi ldren ( re v .  ed . ) .  Los 
Ange l e s :  Wes tern Psycholog ica l  Service s .  
1 10 
Pred i ct i ng C h i l d r e n - s  S ta t u s  2 6  
T a b l e  1 
N umbe r of Subj e c t s  a t  Each s t ep of t h e  S e l e c t i o n  P roce s s  
S e l e c t i o n  
S tep 
S tep I 
P e r c e n t  
S tep I I  
P e r c e n t  
S tep I I I  
P e r c e n t  
S tep IV 
P e r c e n t  
--- - -
Average 
2 0 1  
5 2% 
6 0  
3 0% 
4 4  
7 3% 
4 3  
9 8% 
Soc i ome t r i c  G roup 
-- - - - . .  - .- - . .  _ _  . _"----" 
P opu l a r  Neg l e c ted R e j e c ted Con t ro v e r s i a l  
3 8  8 5  4 9  1 2  
1 0% 2 2% 1 3% 3% 
3 8  3 9  3 9  1 2  
1 0 0% 4 6% 8 0% 1 0 0% 
3 3  2 9  3 1  8 
8 7% 7 4% 7 9% 67% 
3 1  2 9  3 1  O a 
9 4 %  1 0 0% 1 0 0% 
Note . P e r ce n t ag e s  r e f e r  to e a c h  p re ceed i ng s tep . A t  S t ep I ,  p e r ce n t a g e s  a re 
based on the tota l number of c h i l d re n  p a r t i c i pa t i ng i n  the s o c iome t r i c  
ca tegor i za t i o n  proced u re .  R e f e r  t o  t e x t  f o r  e x p l a n a t ion o f  e a c h  s t ep . 




1 1 2 
p red i c t i ng C h i l d r e n - s  S t a t u s  2 7  
Ta b l e  2 
Co r r e l a t i o n s  of P red i c t o r  Va r i a b l e s w i t h D i s c r i m i n a n t  
Fun c t i o n s  
P red i c t o r  
va r i a b l e s F u n c t i on 1 F u n c t i o n  2 
�lP B I  C S c a l e s 
A c t i ng o u t  . 6 7  . 1 3  
I mma t u r i t y . 4 3  . 1 4 
w i t h d rawa l . 09 . 1 7  
D i s t ra c t i b i H t y  . 2 8 . 5 0  
H R I  F a c t o r s  
Goood S t u de n t  - . 3 9  - . 6 9  
F r u s t r a t i on To l e ra n ce - . 4 0 - . 3 6 
P I C  S ca l e s 
H y p e r a c t i v i t y . 4 3  . 2 2 
Deve l op me n t  - . 0 4 . 5 3  
A c h i e ve me n t  . 0 4 . 2 5 
I n t e l l e c t u a l S c r e e n i ng - . 1 4  . 2 7  
C a n o n i c a l  B . 7 1  . 4 3  
E i g e n va l u e 1 . 00 . 2 3 
N o t e .  U nd e r s co r e d  v a l ues a re t hose w h i c h were 
emph a s i z e d  in i n t e r p re t i ng these f u n c t i o n s .  
P red i c t i ng C h i ld r e n - s  S ta t u s  2 8  
T a b l e  3 
P red i ct o r  Va r i a b l e  M e a n s  a n d  S ta n d a rd Dev i a t i o n s  b� G rouE 
Ave rage Popu l a r  N eg l e cted R e j e cted 
(B 4 3 )  ( B  3 1 )  ( B  2 9 )  ( B  3 1 ) 
V a r i a b l e  !:! SO !:! SO !:! SD !:! SD 
ACTOUT 4 9 . 4 2  7 . 7 3  4 7 . 2 3 4 . 2 2  4 7 . 4 5  3 . 9 5  6 0 . 7 1  1 2 . 4 3  
IMM 5 1 . 6 7  9 . 5 2  4 6 . 2 3 . 7 2  4 7 . 7 9 5 . 7 2  5 6 . 2 3 1 2 . 2 7 
WTHD 5 0 . 5 0 1 1  . 2 1  4 8 . 6 B  9 . 6 2  5 1 . 3 8 1 4 . 6 1  5 2 . 9 7  1 3 . 2 2 
D I ST 4 B .  7 4  6 . 8 2  4 6 . 0 6 5 . 7 B  5 1 . 2 1 1 0 . 2 6 5 4 . 5 8  1 0 . 1 5 
GDST 2 . 7 1  . 6 3  3 . 1 B . 5 9 2 . 6 2  . 6 6  2 . 2 9 . 5 5 
FRUSTOL 3 . 4 7  . 6 2  3 . B 1  . 6 5  3 . 5 1  . 7 B  2 . 9 6  . 7 1  
H YP 5 2 . B 4  1 1  . 9 B  4 7 . 5 5  B . 2 6 5 0 . 3 B 1 1 . 9 5  6 1 . 0 3  1 1 . 2 3  
DVL 5 0 . B 1  1 0 . 1 9 4 6 . 6 1  8 . 9 7  5 4 . 4 1  1 0 . 9 6 4 9 . 6 B  9 . 9 6  
ACH 5 3 . 0 0 1 2 . 3 7 4 7 . 9 4  1 0 . 1 4 5 2 . 5 5  1 2 . 3 7 5 1 . 6 5  1 0 . 8 6 
I S  5 3 . 9 1  1 5 . 1 2  5 1 . 7 1  1 1  . 1 2  5 7 . 2 1  1 1 . 0 B  5 0 . 0 3  1 4 . 0 2  
-----.. - - - _ . .  -




P red i c t i ng C h i l d r en - s  S t a t u s  2 9  
Note . ACTOUT z Act i ng Out ,  I MM I mma t u r i t y ,  WTHD W i t hd rawa l , D I S T  
D i s t r a c t i b i l i ty ,  GDST = Good S tu de n t , FRUSTOL = F ru s t ra t i on T o l e r a n ce , HYP 





P re d i c t i ng C h i l d r e n - s  S t a t u s  3 0  
Ta b l e  4 
U n s t a nd a rd i zed D i s c r i m i n a n t  F u n c t i o n  Coe f f i c i e n t s  
Va r i a b l e  F U NCT I ON 1 FUNCT ION 2 
HIM . 0 7 - . 0 1  
D I ST - . 0 2  . 0 5 
WTHD - . 0 3  . 0 0 
ACTOUT . 0 7 - . 0 2  
G DST - . 1 9 - 1 . 1 6 
FRUSTOL - . 4 3  . 4 7  
H YP . 0 4 . 0 1  
DV L - . 0 6 . 1 1  
I S  - . 0 3  . 0 3 
ACH . 0 5  - . 1 0  
( CONSTAN T )  - 2 . 7 0  - 2 . 2 3 
--_ .. _ - -. .  ------
No t e . ACTOUT = A c t i ng O u t , I MM = I m ma t u r i t y ,  WTHD 
W i t h d r a wa l , D I ST = D i s t ra c t i b i l i t y , GDST = Good S t u d e n t , 
FRUSTOL = F ru s t ra t i o n  T o l e r a n c e , H Y P  = H y p e r a c t i v i t y ,  
DVL = D e ve l opme n t , ACH = A c h i e ve me n t ,  I S  = I n t e l l e c t u a l  
s c re e n i ng .  
1 1 6 
P red i c t i ng C h i l d r e n - s  S t a t u s  3 1  
Ta b l e  5 
F i s c h e r - s  L i n e a r  D i s c r i m i n a n t  F u n c t ion Coe f f i c i e n t s  
Va r i a b l e  AV ERAG E  POP U LAR N EG L ECTED REJ ECTED 
I MM . 6 0 . 5 1  . 4 9  . 6 8 
D I ST . 9 8  . 9 9  1 . 0 6  . 9 8  
WTHD . 2 8 . 3 2 . 3 2 . 2 6 
ACTOUT . 6 2  . 6 2  . 5 7  . 7 8  
GDST 1 5 . 4 2  1 6 . 5 4 1 4 . 8 9  1 5 . 1 9 
FRUSTOL 6 . 9 6  6 . 9 9  7 . 7 1  6 . 2 9  
H YP . 1 7 . 1 3 . 1 4 . 2 3 
DVL . 6 9  . 7 0  . 8 7  . 6 3  
I S  . 1 6 . 1 7  . 2 1 . 1 2  
ACH - . 1 2  - . 1 5  - . 2 8  - . 1 0 
( CONSTANT) - 1 1 9 . 1 2 - 1 1 8 . 0 9 - 1 2 0 . 6 2  - 1 2 6 . 9 9  
- - - --- '--
No t e .  ACTOUT = Act i ng o u t ,  I Mr1 = I mma t u r i  t y , WTHD = 
W i t hd r awa l ,  D I ST = D i s t ra c t i b i l i t y ,  GDST = Good S t ude n t ,  
FRU STOL = F r u s t r a t i o n  To l e r a n ce , H Y P  = Hype r a c t i v i t y ,  
DVL = Deve l op me n t , ACH = A c h i e ve me n t ,  I S  = I n t e l l e c t u a l 
s c r e e n i ng .  
1 1 7 
Pred i c t i ng C h i l d r e n - s  S t a t u s  3 2  
F i g u re C a p t i o n  




3 . 0  
2 .0 






- 1 . 0 
- 2. 0  
N R R 
N R 
N N R 
N R R 
AVE RAGE N N R 
N N R R 
NEGLECTED 
I
N N N A R  
\ 
* N N A A A R R  
N N N lA A 
N N N N N N N N N N N N N A A * 
A A R 
A R 
N P P P P P P P P P P P P P A A A R 
P P  * P P A A  A R  
- 3. 0  - 2 . 0  
I 
PO P U L A R  P P A A A R R 
- 1 .0 
P P A A A A R 
P P A A A R  
P P A A R 
P P A R  
o 
F U N C T I O N  
P P R R 
P P R 
1 . 0 
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